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the pumping system. The current pumping configuration produces a controlling high point within the valve 

vault atop the existing wet well. By reducing losses within the manifold piping this modification would alter 

the system hydraulics by creating a vacuum within the system high point and converting the controlling 

high point to the discharge manhole. This modification would lower overall TDH of the system by 

approximately one foot and allow for greater pumping capacity. This alternative also includes the 

replacement of the existing submersible pumps because· they are nearing the end of their useful life and 

the replacement of the valve vault enclosure. The existing valve vault enclosure is compact and does not 

contain adequate space to place upsized pipe and fittings. This alternative would involve increasing the 

peak flow discharged to the Village combined sewer system (CSS) and would warrant a review of its 

system to determine whether the increased flows will negatively impact any downstream overflows and 

what additional measures would be required to mitigate these impacts. 

However, it will be difficult to find a submersible duplex pump configuration to service normal dry weather 

conditions, wet weather conditions, and mitigate the existing SSOs because of the large difference 

between minimum and maximum flows. To address this large difference in flows, an additional standby 

high-flow pump(s) could be installed to provide system redundancy and overall capacity during wet 

weather or an equalization storage facility can be constructed to control the influent flows to the MRPS. 

The costs shown in Table 14 were developed based on the estimate that MRPS has an approximate 

capacity of 755 gpm (See Appendix C for pumping system calculations) and construction of a 

1 05,000-gallon storage facility to service the sewershed for a 2-year LOS. Storage volume was estimated 

similar to that mentioned for Collection Systems Improvements Alternative C. The OPCCs presented do 

not include the option of installing a standby diesel power pump. This alternative would allow the MRPS 

to mitigate SSOs to a 2-year LOS and increase its available pumping capacity. The equalization facility 

can be constructed in addition to the MRPS wet well or at another point along the main trunk sewer to 

offload flows from FM3 and FM4. This alternative adds additional storage to the SSS and will aid the 

MRPS to be able to service the tributary sewershed and fulfill regulatory requirements. 

Constructability and community impact for the equalization storage facility are similar to those mentioned 

for Collection Systems Improvements Alternative C. Constructability of the manifold piping upsizing and 

pump replacement will be dependent on the time necessary for the MRPS to be out of operation to 

minimize bypass pumping needs. The community impact for the manifold piping and pump replacement 

portion of the alternative should be minimal as residents should experience no disruption in service and 

minimal disruption because of construction requirements. 

B. Upsize Submersible Pumps and Equalization Storage 

The existing submersible pumps were installed in 2001 with the initia l MRPS construction. The pumps 

are nearing the end of their useful life and will be in need of replacement in the near future. This alternative 

includes the upsizing of the existing duplex configuration to allow for each pump to have a capacity of 

1,000 gpm. This increased ·now rate would allow for each pump to experience less than six starts per 

hour during high flow conditions to minimize pump usage and ultimately maintenance concerns. Also, 

the existing wet well would have a maximum detention time of less than 30 minutes during assumed 

minimum flow conditions to minimize odor and corrosion concerns. No other modifications to the pumping 

configuration are proposed in this alternative. This alternative would involve increasing the peak flow 

discharged to the Village's CSS and would warrant a review of its system to determ ine whether the 
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increased flows will negatively impact any downstream overflows and what additional measures would 
be required to mitigate these impacts. However, it will be difficult to find a submersible duplex pump 
configuration to service normal dry weather conditions, wet weather conditions, and mitigate the existing 
SSOs because of the large difference between minimum and maximum flows. To address this large 
difference in flows, an additional standby high-flow pump(s) could be installed to provide system 
redundancy and overall capacity during wet weather or an equalization storage facility can be constructed 
to control the influent flows to the MRPS. 

The costs shown in Table 14 were developed based on the estimate that MRPS has an increased 
capacity mentioned above and construction of a 72,000 gallon storage facility to service the sewershed 
for a 2-year LOS. Storage volume was estimated similar to that mentioned for Collection Systems 
Improvements Alternative C. The OPCCs presented do not include the option of installing a standby 
diesel power pump. This alternative would allow the MRPS to mitigate SSOs to a 2-year LOS and 
increase its available pumping capacity. The equalization facility can be constructed in addition to the 
MRPS wet well or at another point along the main trunk sewer to offload flows from FM3 and FM4. This 
alternative adds additional storage to the SSS and will aid the MRPS to be able to service the tributary 
sewershed and fulfill regulatory requirements. 

Constructability and community impact for the equalization storage facility are similar to those mentioned 
for Collection Systems Improvements (Alternative C). Constructability of the pump upsizing will be 
dependent on the time necessary for the MRPS to be out of operation to minimize bypass pumping 
needs. The community impact for the pump replacement portion of the alternative should be minimal as 
residents should experience no disruption in service and minimal disruption because of construction 
requirements. 

C. Construct New Pumping Station and New Force Main 

This alternative would consist of constructing a new pumping station at the MRPS location and 
constructing a new 12-inch-diameter force main to service the entire sewershed for a 2-year LOS. The 
existing 8-inch-diameter force main could remain in service to operate in conjunction with the new force 
main or in bypass situations when necessary. This configuration would be requires further evaluation 
dependent on the specific pumping configuration chosen during design. The new station should be able 
to efficiently convey peak sanitary conditions of approximately 619 gpm (see Appendix C for calculations) 
while also conveying peak wet weather conditions of approximately 3,092 gpm (see Table 11). This 
alternative would involve increasing the peak flow discharged to the Village's CSS and would wa1Tant a 
review of its system to determine whether the increased flows will negatively impact any downstream 
overflows and what additional measures would be required to mitigate these impacts. It is difficult to 
design a pumping configuration to service normal d1y weather conditions, wet weather conditions, and 
mitigate the existing SSOs. The costs shown in Table 14 are estimated to use foUl- submersible pumps 
with three pumps providing the desired capacity for the station and the fourth pump providing adequate 
redundancy for the system. 

Constructability of the new pumping station will be dependent on the interface between the existing 
station compared to the new station to allow the existing MRPS to operate under existing conditions as 
long as possible to minimize bypass pumping needs and the pumping configuration determine to provide 
the most efficient conveyance of two extremely different normal and wet weather flow scenarios while 
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still providing adequate redundancy. Constructability of the new force main will be dependent on the 

interface between the alignment of the new force main compared to the existing force main to allow the 

MRPS to operate under existing conditions as long as possible to minimize bypass pumping needs. This 

modification may also require the use of trenchless technologies to install new steel casing pipe at the 

crossing of Gallia Street (US 52 WB), if it is determin~d the existing casing pipe is not able, or is not 

-feasible, to be reused because of application, condition, and/or a cost-benefit analysis of taking the 

existing force main out of operation and bypass pumping versus constructing a new cas ing pipe. 

Additionally, an extended project area will be required to construct the force main compared to other 

alternative presented in this report, causing disruption to normal conditions on Clayport Street and/or 

Rhodes Avenue (US 52 EB). 

Estimated Construction---
Alternative OPCC1 ·Net Present Value 1•2• 3 Duration (Months) 

I A $1,114,000 $896,000 

8 $844,000 $736,000 

c $850,000 $834,000 

Note: 
1Results shown as 2018 equivalent value. 
2Assumed inflation rate= 2.5 percent (based on recent ENR Construction Cost Index data). 
3Evaluated life span: Total = 20 years, Pumps= 15 years, all other infrastructure= 50 years. 

Table 14 Pumping Station lmprov~ment Cost and Schedule Summary 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

10 

10 

11 

The results of this report indicate that the tributary sewershed to the MRPS is susceptible to excess 

rainfall induced Ill. There are several alternatives detailed above with in the collection system and within 

the pumping system that would aid to mitigate SSOs at the existing MRPS. Given the limitations of the 

-data collection within the sewershed, the impact the implementation on the community, the regulatory 

requirements, and the significant financial investment these projects would have on the City, it is 

recommended that the City take a phased approach that begins with fu rther investigations and 

rehab ilitation. 

Data indicates estimated representative dry weather flow derived from the flow monitoring analysis was 

skewed because of direct inflow from the Munns Run Creek and connections from the Vil!age's sewer 

system. It is recommended that Collectio!l System Improvement Alternatives A and B be completed prior 

to consideration of all other alternatives so the true level of impact of 1/1 outside of the items to be remedied 

by Collection Systems Improvements Alternatives A and B can be fully understood. 

Once the main trunk sewer is rehabilitated and likely direct inflow sources have been removed from the 

Village's system, the City's system should be remonitored for a minimum of 6 months to better determine 

the amount of flow that will be experienced at the MRPS site. The duration of monitoring should be 

extended to 6 months from the initial study period of 3 months to increase the chance of capturing a 

significant rainfall event. 
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The relatively small. rainfall events experienced during this initial study required the flow and sizing 
calculations to rely predominately on the extrapolation of rainfall and estimated sewer flow, which could 
lead to an overly conservative design. It is also recommended the existing mapping of the City's North 
Moreland sewershed be revielft{ed and updated to better understand the current configurations of the 
system. Updated mapping could be done in conjunction with the sewer televising work currently being 
co"mpleted in accordance with the Management, Operations, and Maintenance program. The updated 
mapping and televising information wHI allow for the best understanding of the monitoring results and 
existing conditions. Once these initial projects have been completed and remonitored, the remaining 
alternatives can be re-evaluated to determine whether SSOs are still occurring and better determine a 
recommendation, if necessary, to mitigate SSOs. A recommended schedule for how to progress through 
the recommended steps is listed in Table 15. 

I Project Estimated Completion 
No later than 19 months after 

Complete MRPS Sewershed Mapping Update and CCTV Evaluation the USEPA's written approval 
of the Amended Schedule 

Repair Stream Crossing in Village's Sewer System No later than 22 months after 
the USEPA's written approval (Collections Systems Improvements Alternative A) 

of the Amended Schedule 

Rehabilitate Main Trunk Sewer . No later than 27 months after 
(Collections Systems Improvements Alternative B) the USEPA's written approval 

of the Amende<;:! Schedule 
No later than 34 months after 

Remonitoring of North Moreland Sewershed the USEPA's written approval 
of the Amended Schedule 

No later than 40 months af ter 
Re-evaluation of SSO Mitigation Alternatives the USEPA's written approval 

of the Amended Schedule 

Table 15 Recommended Project Schedule 
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City o'f Portsmouth, Ohio 

Munns Run Pumping Station 

Strand Associates, Inc. 

Munn's Run PS -Flow Calculation 

Flow Monitoring Area - FM 1 

Household 
Apartment 
Church 
Commercial Store (Employees) 
Commercial Store (Customers) 

Flow Monitoring Area - FM 2b 

Household 
Commercial Store (Employees) 
Commercial Store (Customers) 
Church 
Funneral Home 

Flow Monitoring Area - FM 3 

Household 

Flow Monitoring Area - FM 4 

Household 
Church 

MRPS 
Household 
School (Student) 
School (Employee) 
Daycare (Students) 
Daycare (Employee) 
Medical Office 
Commercial Store (Employees) 
Commercial Store (Customers) 

Units 

384 
6 
2 
3 
3 

183 
1 
1 
1 

I 1 

16 

I 105 
3 

40 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 

Appendix C.1 
Exisiing Pumping System Calculations 

~Per Unit P"• Unit Flow Rate 

Factor (GPO) (GPO) 

2.4 120 110,592 
1 120 720 

200 5 2,000 
5 15 225 
5 5 75 

Sub-Total: 113,612 

2.4 120 52,704 

5 15 75 
5 5 25 

200 5 1,000 
5 I 20 100 

Sub-Total: 53,904 

2.4 120 4,608 
Sub-Total: 4,608 

2.4 120 30,240 
200 5 3,000 

Sub-Total: 33,240 

2.4 120 11,520 
455 20 9,100 
60 I· 15 900 
155 I 10 1,550 
21 35 735 
3 75 450 

. 5 15 75 
11 5 55 

Sub-Total: 24,385 

Average Residential Billing Flow Rate, QR 

Average Apartment Billing Flow Rate, QA 

Average School Billing Flow Rate, Q5 

:I 
:I 
:I 

220,oool 

8ool 

1 o,oooj 

gpd (avg) 

gpd (avg) 

gpd (avg) 

Average Flow Rate, Oavg: 230,800 gpd (avg) 

Average Flow Rate, Oav9 : 160 gpm (avg) 
1.!=:====!.1 
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Appendix C.1 
Existing Pumping System Calculations 

Peaking Factor {Residential), PF 
1
1--_ __ 3._3--13

1 
Peaking Factor {Apartments), PF 

1
1--___ 5._0--10

1 
Peaking Factor (Schools), PF 1.!:::== ==9.=9:::19 

Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q: 836,500 gpd (peak) 
Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q:l::===5=8=!11 gpm (peak) 

Est.. Popu lati~n, Pr,:l l-1---2':-.1_92c::-~ol l Est. Popu lation, P,:. . 
1.!:::== ===:!.1 

Peaking Factor {10 States Std), PF:II-1---3_ 5-1511 
Peaking Factor {Schools), PF:l!:_· ===10=:=66::::!1 

Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q: II 891,5461lgpd (peak) 
Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q:l!::ll ===6=19=!111lgpm (peak) 

Design Peaked Flow Rate, Q:jf 891 ,546llgpd (peak) 
Design Peaked Flow Rate, Q:l!:=ll= ==6=19::!.1mgpm (peak) 



Appendix C.1 
Existing Pumping System Calculations 

FLOW CALCULATION SUMMARY -MRPS 

Ultimate Average Flow Rate, Q:ll 160 llgpm (avg) 
Ultimate Peal\ed Flow Rate, Q:·l-· ---6~1.;....9----lgpm (peal<) 

MIN Flow Rate in Force Main:l!:ll ====7=2=5===::!illgpm IF Design Value> Peak Value 

WET WELL VOLUME SIZING- MRPS 

Volume= (Pump Cycle, min}* (Pump Capacity, gpm) / 4 

Iteration #1: 

Starts Per Hour:'~---9_...::...65----lll #m~1 ntarts/hr Pump Cycle, Phi:,r 6 . 
Pump Capacity, Q: 725 gpm 

(Detention time< 30 min) 

Volume, V: I 1,127 I gal 

Detention Time (t, min): Flow t (min) 

Average Flow Rate, Q:
1
1-___ 16_.0 ____ 

11 
___ :-7.,...0::-:3 ___ u 

Minimum Flow Rate, Q:ll------'5_3 ___ -il---2_1_.0_9 __ -i, 

Peaked Flow Rate, Q:l'=======72=5====::!b===1=.5=5==::!1 

WET WELL DIAMETER SIZING • MRPS 

Wet Well Diamter:ll 8.0 lift 
Wet Well Area: .PI ===5~0§=.2§:7:=====ll ft" 2 

Volume= (Drawdown Depth, ft) *(Unit Volume, gal/ft) 

Drawdown Depth: I ~.00 I ft 
Unit Volume:' .... ----37-6----ilgal/ft 

Drawdown Volume, V: l 1,127 jgal 

FLOAT SETTING CALCULATIONS- MRPS 

FM Discharge: 1-----:-.:98:-:.-:47=---;l = Elevation of FM in Discharge MH (CONTROLLING) 

Centerline of FM: 104.75 = Centerline of FM at high point 

Top of Wet Well: 101.00 =Rim Elevation of Existing MRPS 

High Level Alarm: 96.00 
= High Water Level 

SSO Overflow: = Invert of Overflow Pipe 

Lag Pump On: 94.50 = Lag Pump On (Pump off+ Drawdown) 

Lead Pump On: 94.00 = Lead Pump On (Pump off+ Drawdown) 

Lag Pump Off: 91.50 = Pump Off (Assumed 3' above Sump) 

Lead Pump Off: 91.00 =::Pump Off (Assumed 3' above Sump) 

Low Level Alarm: 89.50 = Low Level Cut Off, Sump +1.5' (from record drawings) 

Bottom Wet Well: 88.00 = Sump of Wet Well 



PUMP SELECTION- MRPS 

ne): 

725 

725 

Ductile Iron 

6 

6.40 

Assumptions (MRPS Pumping Alo 
Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, 0 1 
Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q2 

Force Main Material, M1 

Force Main Nom. Diameter, ND1 

Force Main Inside Diameter, 0 1 

Force Main Material, M2 

Force Main Nom. Diameter, ND2 

Force Main Diameter, 0 2 

Force Main Length, L1 
Force Main Length, L2 

Hazen Williams, C120 

HOPE- (DR 11, DIPS) 

Hazen Williams, C1oo 

Hazen Williams, C14o 

Fluid Velocity, V1 
Fluid Velocity, V2 

Design (MRPS Pumping Alone): 
Crown of Force Main, Z2 

Pumping Level (C=120), Z1 
Static Head (C=120) 

Pumping Level (C=100), Z1 
Static Head (C=100) 

Pumping Level (C=140), Z1 
Static Head (C=140) 

Design (MRPS Pumping Alone): 

: 

Piping Losses (C=1 20), Hp1 
Piping Losses (C=120), HP2 

Piping Losses (C=120) 
Piping Losses (C=1 00), Hp1 
Piping Losses (C=100), Hp2 

Piping Losses (C::;100) 
Piping Losses (C=140), Hp1 
Piping Losses (C=140), HP2 

Piping Losses (C::;140) 

K1 

Kz 

Hv1. V2/(2G) 

Hvz. V2/(2G) 
Minor Losses, HM1 

: 

: 

Minor Losses, HM2 
Minor Losses : 

8 

7.31 

17 

355 

120 

100 

140 

7.23 

5.55 

Lead Pump 

98.80 

91.00 

7.80 

91.00 

7.80 

91.00 

7.80 

0.59 

6.43 

7.02 

0.82 -
9.01 

9.83 

0.44 

4.83 

5.28 

2.73 

1.52 

0.81 

0.48 

2.22 

0.73 

2.94 

gpm 

gpm 

i n 

i n 

i 

i 

n 

n 

ft 

ft 

fi ps 

ps f 

EL 

EL 

ft 
EL 

ft 

EL 

ft 

ft 

ft 
ft 
ft 

ft 
ft 
ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 
ft 

Appendix C.1 
Existing Pumping System Calculations 

~feet 
~feet 

~feet 
!Cill::ljfeet 

Lag Pump 

98.80 

91.50 

7.30 

91.50 

7.30 

91.50 

7.30 

EL 

EL 

ft 
EL 

ft 
EL 

ft 

P (TDH) =Static Head (ft) + Piping Losses (ft) + Minor Losses (ft) 

P {TDH@ C=120) lt----1_7._7_6 _ ___,
1
ft 

P {TDH @ C=1 00) 20.58 · ft 
17.26 ft 

11-------ll 
20.08 ft 

11-------11 
P (TDH@ C=140) 16.02 ft ~'===1=5 ·=5=2 ==:!lft 



Appendix C.1 
Existing Pumping System Calculations 

MRPS - Summai'V of K Values 

Piping & Type (mj I Cumulative 
Appurtenance Dia (in) 

fig) 
!<Value 

I< Values 
s 

cv 6 fig 1.752 1.75 

l ee Elbow 6 fig 0.934 2.69 

90 BEND 6 fig 0.292 2.98 

6"-8" Enlarger 6-8 fig 0.045 2.73 

90 BEND 8 fig 0.282 0.28 

22.5 BEND 8 fig 0.1 69 0.45 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 0.68 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 0.90 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 1.13 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 1.35 

22.5 BEND 8 fig 0.169 1.52 



Appendix C.1 
Existing Pumping System Cafculations 

FLOW CALCULATION SUMMARY- MRPS -Alone 

I Flow Rate, Q (GPM) I C=120 I C=100I C=140I 

30 
29 
28 
27 
26 
25 
24 
23 
22 

~ 
21 

:r: 20 
0 19 1-

18 
17 
16 
15 
14 
13 
12 
11 
10 

0 8 8 8 
100 8 8 8 

-
200 9 9 9 
400 11 12 10 
600 15 17 14 
800 20 23 18 
1000 26 31 23 
1200 34 41 29 
1400 43 52 37 
1600 53 65 45 
1800 64 79 54 
2000 76 95 65 

Head Curves- MRPS 

I 0 0 I o I 

~~~~~~~~mmmm~~~~roro~oo~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
ON~~ON~ ~ O N~~ON~~O~~~ON~~0000~~~~N 
O ~O~O~O~ O~ O~O~ O~O~O~O~O~ON~~ON~ ~O 

0 ~ 0 01 0 v, 0 v, 0 

Flow(gpm) 



.. ,- (""'-· ·---~ --·-
PS Improvements Alt. ·1 Calculations 

FLOW CALCULATION SUMMARY - MRPS 

Ultimate Average Flow Rate, Q:ll 160 llgpm (avg) 
619 Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q: gpm (peak) -

MIN Flow Rate in Force Main:l! 755 !lgpm IF Design Value> Peal( Value 

WET WELL VOLUME SIZING - MRPS 

Volume= (Pump Cycle, min)* (Pump Capacity, gpm) /4 

Iteration #1: 

Starts Per Hour: I 7 I ~:,lartslh, (DetentiQn time< 30 min) 

9 Pump Cycle, Phi: 
755 Pump Capacity, Q: gpm 

Volume, V: ! 1,618 I gal 

Detention Time (t, min): Flow t (min) 

Average Flow Rate, Q: 160 10.09 

Minimum Flow Rate, Q: 53 30.28 

Peaked Flow Rate, Q: 755 2.14 

WET WELL DIAMETER SIZING - MRPS 

Wet Well Diamter: 11 II~A2 8.0 
50.27 Wet Well Area: I 

Volume= (Drawdown Depth, ft) '' (Unit Volume, gal/ft) 

Drawdown Depth: I 4.30 I ~al/ft 376 Unit Volume: 

Drawdown Volume, V: I 1,61 8 I gal 

FLOAT SETTING CALCULATIONS - MRPS 

FM Discharge: 98.47 = Elevation of FM in Discharge MH (CONTROLLIN8) 

Centerline of FM: 104.75 = Centerline of FM at high point 

Top of Wet Well: 101.00 = Rim Elevation of Existing MRPS 

High Level Alarm: 96.00 
= High Water Level 

SSO Overflow: = Invert of Overflow Pipe 

Lag Pump On: 95.80 = Lag Pump On (Pump off+ Drawdown) 

Lead Pump On: 95.30 = Lead Pump On (Pump off+ Drawdown) 

Lag Pump Off: 91.50 = Pump Off (Assumed 3' above Sump) 

Lead Pump Off: 91.00 = Pump Off (Assumed 3' above Sump) 

Low Level Alarm: 89.50 = Low Level Cut Off, Sump +1.5' (from record drawings) 

Bottom Wet Well: 88.00 = Sump of Wet Well 



PUMP SELECTION- MRPS 

ne): 

755 

755 

Ductile Iron 

8 

8.55 

Assumptions (MRPS Pumping Alo 
Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q1 

Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q2 

Force Main Material, M1 

Force Main Nom. Diameter, ND1 

Force Main Inside Diameter, D1 

Force Main Material, M2 

Force Main Nom. Diameter, ND2 

Force Main Diameter, 0 2 

Force Main Length, L1 

Force Main Length, L2 

Hazen Williams, C,2o 

HOPE- (DR 11, DIPS) 

Hazen Williams, C100 

Hazen Williams, C140 

Fluid Velocity, V1 

Fluid Velocity, V2 

Design (MRPS Pumping Alone): 
Crown of Force Main, Z2 

Pumping Level (C=120), Z1 
Static Head (C=120} 

Pumping Level {C=1 00), Z1 

Static Head (C=1 00) 
Pumping Level (C=140), Z1 

Static Head {C=140) 
Design (MRPS Pumping Alone): 

Piping Losses {C=120), Hp1 

Piping Losses (C=120), Hp2 

Piping Losses (C=120) 
Piping Losses (C=1 00), Hp1 

Piping Losses (C=100), Hp2 

Piping Losses (C=100) 
Piping Losses (C=140), Hp1 

Piping Losses (C=140), Hp2 

Piping Losses (C='140) 

K, 
Kz 

Hv1, V
2
/(2G) 

Hv2, V
2
/(2G) 

Minor Losses, HM1 

Minor Losses, HM2 

Minor Losses 

-

8 

7.31 

17 

355 

120 

100 

140 

4.22 

5.78 

L d P ea ump 

98.80 

91.00 

7.80 

91.00 

7.80 

91.00 

7.80 

0 .15 

6.93 

7.09 

0.22 

9.71 

9.93 
0.12 

5.21 

5.33 

3.49 

1.51 

0.28 

0.52 

0.96 

0.79 

1.75 

gpm 

gpm 

i n 

i n 

i n 

i n 

ft 

ft 

fps 

fps 

EL 

EL 

ft 
EL 

ft 
EL 

ft 

ft 

ft 
ft 
ft 

ft 
ft 
ft 
ft 
ft 

I ft 
ft 

ft 
ft 
ft 

. -~~-· ·-···~ - ·-
PS Improvements Alt. 1 Calculations 

lrn!'··· feet 

ffi'··· feet 

L p Clg_ Uffi2_ 

98.80 

91.50 

7.30 

91.50 

7.30 

91.50 

7.30 

EL 

EL 

ft 
EL 

ft 
EL 

ft 

P (TDH) =Static Head (ft) + Piping Losses (ft) + Minor Losses (ft) 

P (TDH@ C=120) 16.64 ft 

P (TDH @ C=1 00) :~=====19=.4=8====::ft 
P (TDH@ C=140) 14.88 ft 

16.14 ft 
u--1-8-.9-8--11ft 

14.38 ft 
I!::::=:=====!J 



Appendix C.2 -
PS lrnprovements Alt. 1 Calculations 

MRPS - Summary of K Values 

Pip ing & 
Type (mj I Cumulative 

Appurtenance Dia (in) 
fig) 

K Value 
KValues 

s 

cv 8 f ig 1.689 1.69 

Tee Elbow 8 fig 0.901 2.!::>9 

lee Elbow 8 fig 0.901 3.49 

90 BEND 8 fig 0.282 2.87 

Enlarger 8-10 fig ··3.49 

.... .. 
90 BEND 8 f ig 0.282 0.28 

22.5 BEND 8 fig 0.165 0.45 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 0.67 

45 BEND 8 fig 0 .226 0.90 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 1.12 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 1.35 

22.5 BEND 8 fig 0.165 1.51 



Appendix C.2 -
PS Improvements Alt. 1 Calculations 

FLOW CALCULATION SUMMARY- MRPS - Alone 

I Flow Rate, Q (GPM) I C=120I C=100I C=140I 
0 8 8 8 

100 8 8 8 
200 9 9 8 
400 10 11 10 
600 14 15 12 
800 18 21 16 
1000 23 28 20 
1200 29 36 25 
1400 36 45 31 
1600 44 56 37 
1800 53 67 44 
2000 63 80 52 

Head Curves - MRPS 

25 

g 
:::c 
0 
1-

20 

~C= 100 

- C= 120 
15 _._ C = 140 

..,.._1 Pump 

- 2Pumps 

Flow (gpm) 



. ···-· ·-··· -·-
PS Improvements Alt. 2 Calculations 

FLOW CALCULATION SUMMARY- MRPS 

Ultimate Average Ffow Rate, Q:ll 160 llgpm (avg) 
Ultimate Peal<ed Flow Rate, Q: _1-_ ---..,-6'::---19'--------i gpm (peak) 

MIN Flow Rate in Force Main: l!:ll ==:::21.sOO~O===:::::dlll9Pm IF Design Value > Peak Value 

WET WELL VOLUME SIZING - MRPS -Iteration #1 

Volume= (Pump Cycle, min)* (Pump CaiJacity, gpm) /4-

Iteration #1: 

Starts Per Hour:l----,----7--=.5-,----5-,--------lll #m~tntarts/hr 
Pump Cycle, Phi:,r 8 . 

Pump Capacity, Q: 1,000 gpm 

{Detention time< 30 min) 

Volume, V: I 1 ,987 I gaf 

Detention Time (t, min): Flow t (min) 

Average Flow Rate, Q: 1--------'-16.:..0'------i~---1_2_.4_0 ___ 11 
Minimum Flow Rate, Q: ll----5:,:3=:-:------tlf----'3"='7-':.1C::9'------II 

Peal<ed Flow Rate, Q:lk===1::!,•:,00=0====:!'====1=.9=9==::!1 

WET WELL DIAMETER SIZING - MRPS - Iteration #1 

Wet Well Diamter:ll 8.0 lift 
Wet Well Area: _:=1 ==~50~.2?.7::====11 ft112 

Volume = (Drawdown Depth, ft) * (Unit Volume, gal/ft) 

Drawdown Depth: ~~-----=5-=.2..,.8 ___ -lll ft 
Unit Volume: _ 376 gal/ft 

Drawdown Volume, V: I 1,987 I gal 

FLOAT SETTING CALCULATIONS- MRPS -Iteration #1 

FM Discharge:ll-----:-9'-:::-8---:-.4-=7=-___ 
11 

= Elevation of FM in Discharge MH (CONTROLLING) 
Centerline of FM: 104.75 =Centerline of FM at high point 
Top of Wet Well: 101 .00 =Rim Elevation of Existing MRPS 

High Level Alarm: 96
_
00 

=High Water Level 
SSO Overflow: = Invert of Overflow Pipe 
Lag Pump On: 96.78 = Lag Pump On (Pump off+ Drawdown) 

Lead Pump On: 96.28 = Lead Pump On {Pump off+ Drawdown) 
Lag Pump Off: 91.50 = Pump Off {Assumed 3' above Sump) 

Lead Pump Off: 91.00 = Pump Off {Assumed 3' above Sump) 
Low Level Alarm: 89.50 = Low Level Cut Off, Sump +1.5' {from record drawings) 

Bottom Wet Well: 88.00 = Sump of Wet Well 



PUMP SEL ECTION - MRPS 

n e): 

1,000 

1,000 

Ductile Iron 

6 

6.40 

Assumptions (MRPS Pumping Alo 
Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, 0 1 

Ultimate Peaked Flow Rate, Q2 

Force Main Material, M1 

Force Main Nom. Diameter, ND1 

Force Main Inside Diameter, D1 

Force Main Material , M2 

Force Main Nom. Diameter, ND2 

Force Main Diameter, 0 2 

Force Main Length, L1 

Force Main Length, L2 

Hazen W illiams, C 120 

HOPE - (DR 11 , DIPS) 

Hazen Williams, C100 

Hazen Will iams, C140 

Fluid Velocity, V1 

Fluid Velocity, V2 

Design (MRPS Pumping Alone): 
Crown of Force Main, Z2 

Pumping Level (C=1 20) , Z1 

Static Head (C=1 ZO) 
Pumping Level (C=1 00), Z1 

Stat ic Head (C=1 00} 

Pumping Level (C=140), Z1 

Static Head (C=140) 
Design (MRPS Pumping Alone): 

Piping Losses (C=120}, Hp1 

Piping Losses (C=1 20), Hp2 

Piping Losses (C=120} 

Piping Losses (C=1 00}, Hp1 

Piping Losses (C=1 00), Hp2 

Piping Losses (C=100) 

Piping Losses (C=140}, Hp1 

Piping Losses (C=140}, Hp2 

Piping Losses (C=140) 

K1 

Kz 

Hv1, V
2
/(2G) 

Hvz, V2/(2G) 
Minor Losses, HM1 

Minor Losses, HM2 

Minor Losses 

-

8 

7.31 

17 

355 

120 

100 

140 

9.97 

7.66 

L d ea Pump 

98.80 

91.00 

7.80 

91.00 

7.80 

91.00 

7.80 

1.06 

11.66 

12.72 

1.49 

16.33 

17.82 

0.80 

8.77 

9.56 

2.73 

1.52 

1.54 

0.91 -

4.22 

1.39 

5.60 

gpm 

gpm 

i 

i 

i 

i 

n 

n 

n 

11 

ft 

ft ' 

f ps 

ps f 

EL 

EL 

ft 

EL 

ft 

EL 

ft 

I 

I 

I 

ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 

ft 
ft 
ft 

ft 

ft 
ft 

ft 
ft 
I 

. ~..-r--~ ·-·~· -·-
PS Improvements Alt. 2 Calculations 

~feet 
~feet 

~feet 
~feet 

L ag Pump 

98.80 

91.50 

7.30 

91.50 . 

7.30 

91.50 

7.30 

' 

I 

EL 

EL 

ft 

EL 

ft 

EL 
ft 

P (TDH) = Static Head (ft) + Piping Losses (ft) + Mino r Losses (ft) 

P (TDH@ C=120) lf----2_6._1_3 ---1
1
ft 

P (TDH @ C=1 00) 31.23 ft 
P (TDH @ C=140) 22.97 ft 

25.63 ft 
11---------ll 

30.73 ft 
11------'-___;____;_---ll 

!!=:::::2=2=.4=7 ==:!.1ft 



Appendix C.3 -
PS Improvements Alt 2 Calculations 

MRPS ·· Summary of K Values 

Piping & 
Dia (in) 

Type (mj I 
K Value 

Cumulative 

Appurtenances fig) K Values 

cv 6 fig 1.752 1.75 

Tee Elbow 6 fig 0.934 2.69 

90 BEND 6 fig 0.292 2.98 

6"-8" Enlarger fig 0.045 2.73 

90 BEND 8 fig 0.282 0.28 

22.5 BEND 8 fig 0.169 0.45 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 0.68 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 0.90 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 1.13 

45 BEND 8 fig 0.226 1.35 

22.5 BEND 8 fig 0.169 1.52 

Kz:jl 1.52 II 



Appendix C.3 -
PS Improvements Alt. 2 Calculations 

FLOW CALCULATION SUMMARY - MRPS- Alone 

I Flow Rate, Q (GPM) I C-1201 C=100j C=140j 
0 8 8 8 

100 8 8 8 
200 9 9 9 
400 11 12 10 
600 15 17 14 
800 20 23 18 

1000 26 31 23 
1200 34 41 29 
1400 43 52 37 
1600 53 65 . 45 
"1800 64 79 54 
2000 76 95 65 

Head Curves- MRPS 

35 

--+- C = 100 
30 

---- C = 120 

25 """""*- c = 140 

g 
20 ::c 

0 
1-

15 

10 

5 
0 ~ l'o.) VJ .1>- c.n (j) --l co co ~ ~ ~ ~ .... 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ l'o.) w .1>-0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Flow(gpm) 



Sudh~r 

From: Desai, Sudhir 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, September 22, 20'16 7:52AM 
'Ruggles, Kris' 

Subject: RE: Portsmouth, OH/2-16 report 

Hi Kr~s/ 

j just called and left the message on your voice mail. Please ca!l. Now you should not have problem in sending the files · 

electronlcal!y. 

Thx. 

Sudhir 
312/886-5704 

From: Ruggles, Kris [maiito:Kris.Rugg~es@strand.com] 

Sent: Thursday, September Z2, 2016 7:42AM 

To: Desai1 Sudhir <desaLsudhlr@epa.gov> 

Cc: Karnes, H. Patrick <Patrick.Karnes@strand.com> 

Subject: RE: Portsmouth 1 OH/2-16 report 

Sudhir, 

! tried your number this morning. 

Are you requesting the BH\fJonthly report fro~ February or another report? 

lt has been a challenge sending large attachment slzes to USEPA in the past. Can you let us knov; the maxLmum file size 

you can receive and if the USEPA has a file transfer site where we can tl-ansfer files larger than you: maxlmum 

attachment size? Large attachments have bounced back ln the past undeliverable. 

Thanks! 

From·: Desai, Sudhir [ma!ito:desa\.sudhir{Wepa .. gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2016 1:19 PIVi 
To: Ruggles, Kris <Kric::.Ruogleslalstrand.com> 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH/2-16 report 

Hi Kris, 

I just called and left the message on your voice mail. Sorry,\ missed you. 

1 will appredate if you can share the electronic version of the February 2016 report. 

Thank you. 

Sudhir Desai 

312/885-6704 

1 



Sudhir 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Ruggles, Kris <l<rls.Rugg\es@str-and.corn> 
Thursday, September 22, 2016 7:42AM 
Desai, Sudhir 

Cr-· 
Subject: 

Sud hi~-~ 

Karnes. H. Patrick 
RE: Portsmouth, OH/2-i6 report 

I tried vour number this morning. 

1--'-.re you requesting the Bi-[\/'ionthly repol"t from February or another report? 

It has been a challenge sending large attachment sizes to USEPA in the past. Can you let us kno\N the maximum file size 
you can receive and if the USEPA has a file transfer site where we can transfer files larger th2n your maximum 

attachment size? Large attachments have bounced back in the past undeliverable. 

Thanks! 

From: Desai, Sudhir [maiito:desai.sudhir@epa.gov] 

Sent: V\fednesday, September 21, 2016 1:19PM 

To: Ruggles, Kris <Kris.Ruggles@strand.com> 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH/2-16 report 

Hi Kris, 

! just caUed and left the message on vour voice maiL Sorry, ! missed you. 

l wi!i appreciate if you can share the electronic version of the February 2016 report. 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Oesai 

312/885-5704 

1 



Desai, Suc!hir 
, -~ ·--- - .. 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Kris, 

Desai, Sudhir 
Wednesday, September 21, 2016 12:19 PM 
'Kris. Ruggles@strand.com' 
Portsmouth, OH/2-16 report 

I just called and left the message on your voice mai l. Sorry, I missed you . 

I il\ti!l appreciate if you can share the e\ectronfc version of t he February 2.016 report. 

Thank you. 

Sudhi r Desai 
312./886-6704 

= ==== ===-:::~-:--==-= 



Desai, Sudhir 
~-=-=~ . === ====== -= 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Desai, Sudhir 
Saturday, September 10, 2016 6:50PM 
Desai, Sudhir 

=====:~"~========~~=======-~-~ 

Subject: Fw: Portsmouth Inspection Agenda, September 13-14, 2016/0H 

------···-·----·- --------
From: Desai, Sudhir 

Sent: Thursday, September 8, 2016 2:29 PM 

To: 
Cc: 'John Haas'; Desai, Sudhir 

Subject: Re : Portsmouth Inspection Jl.genda, Septembe1· 13-14, 2016/0H 

Hi Rick, 

Thank you Rick for forwarding the message to John Haas. 

Christopher Kosta from the OEPA's centra l office is p lann ing to be at the meeting. Jack Knapp of the OEPA's 

district office is an paternity leave. So he won 't be joining us. I have sent the invitation to Jennifer Witte but 

have not heard from her. So they may decide to send some one to represent Dist rict office but no word from 

the District office yet. I will let you know if I hear anything more. 

The comment letters are going through the sign off. Did John Haas got the copy ofthe OERP approval letter? 

!twill help us if you can have some sort of presentations about the various alternatives mentioned in the 

feasibility report. 

Today is my day off but I know that I will hear from you and hence took the chance to the EPA secured site to 

access my messages. 

Thank you. 

Sudhir 

From: ••••••• •••••••• 
Sent: Thursday, September 8, 2016 7:23AM 

To: Desai, Sudhir 

Cc: 'John Haas' 

Subject: FW: Portsmout h Inspection Agenda, September 13-14, 2016/0H 

Sudhir, 

I fo;-warded your email to John Haas. 



I don 1t believe you will need any special safe-t:y gea-r. 

Can you teJJ me if anyone is coming from Ohio EPA? 

Thanks. 

2 



Desai, Sudhir 
=- -
From: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Desai, Sudhir 
Saturday, September 10,2016 6:50PM 
Desai, Sudhir 
Fw: Portsmouth Inspection Agenda, September 13-14, 2016/0H 

-- -- -·----·---
From: Desai, Sudhir 

Sent: Thursday, September 8, 2016 2:29PM To: ______ _ 

Cc: 'John Haas'; Desai, Sudhir 

Subject: Re: Portsmouth Inspection Agenda, September 13-14, 2016/0H 

Hi Rick, 

Thank you Rick for forwarding the message to John Haas. 

Christopher l<osto from the OEPA's central office is planning to be at the meeting. Jack Knapp of the OEPA's 

district office is an paternity leave. So he won't be joining us.· I have sent the invitation to Jennifer Witte but 

have not heard from her. So they may decide to send some one to represent District' office but no word from 

the District office yet. I will let you know if I hear anything more. 

The comment letters ar~ going through the sign off. Did John Haas got the copy of the OERP approval letter? 

It \Viii help us if you can have some sort of presentations about the various alternatives mentioned in the 

feasibility report. 

Today is my day off but I know that I will hear from you and hence took the chance to the EPA secured site to 

access my messages. 

Thank you. 

Sudhir 

Cc: 'John Haas' 

Subject: FW: Portsmouth Inspection Agenda, September 13-14, 2016/0H 

Sudhir, 

I forwarded your email to John Haas. 



I don't belleve you will need any specfalsafety gear. 

Can you te!l me if anyone is coming from Ohio EPA? 

Thanks. 

2 



Sudh~r 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Prichard, Gary 
Friday, September 09, 2016 2 08 PiVI 
Desai, Sudhir 
l<uefler, Patrick 
RE: Portsmouth, OH Comments due date 

Sudhir- I don't think that vve should put a due date on a response. lr1stead, i think you should discuss the issues with 
thern \vhen you meet and ask them vvhen they think they V/iil be ab\e to provide responses.\ Suggest you send a nevv 
mess~ge to them teliing them that; rather than there being a due date, you'd like to discuss our comments and their" 

responses vvhen you meet with them and
1 
at that time, you can discuss when Portsn1outh wi!! be able to provide any 

written responses that vJe need. 

Thanks, 
Gary 

From: Desai, Sudhir 
Sent: Friday, September 09, 2016 1:51PM 
To~ ·; andrew~etter@squirepb.com; karen.winters@squirepb.com; DAI\en@portsmouthoh.org; 

Christopher .kosto @epa .ohio .gov; Jack. Knapp@epa .ohio .gov; \Nitte, Jennifer <jennifer. witte@epa.oh io .gov> 

Cc: Kuefter, Patrick <kuefler.patrick@epa.gov>; Vantil, Barbara <vanti\.barbara @epa.gov>; Prichard, Gary 

<prfchard.gary@epa.gov>; Desai, Sudhir <desai.sudhir@epa.gov>; Vargas, Noel <v3rgas.noel@epa.·gov>; Gunter, 

l(enneth <gunter.kenneth@epa.gov> 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH Comments due date 

Hi All, 

Please note that the due date to provide written comments to EPA/ERG comments that I shar-ed with you 

today on your Lawson Run Feasibility Report and Revised Management, Oper-ation and Maintenance 

submissions are October 14, 2016, 

Thank you. 

Sudhr Desai 

USEPA, Region 5 

WECA 

77 E, Jackson Blvd, 

Chicago, IL 60604 
Telephone I'Jumber: 312/886-6704 
E !Vlail Address: desai.sudhir@epa.gov 



Desai, Sudhtr 
.::...:-.:::.::=:-_ ==.=..--=====..::..:=:.=;:=::::::.::~----·--~ 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Paul and Jess, 

FYI. 

sUDH!R 

From: Desai, Sudhir 

Desai, Sudhir 
Friday, September 09, 20i6 i :52 PM 
Paul Buellesbach; Jessica.Gary@srg.com 
Fw: Portsmouth, OH Comments due date 

Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 1:51 PIVI 
To: · andrew.etter@squirepb.com; karen .winters@squirepb.com; DAI!en@portsmouthoh.org; 

christopher.kosto@epa.ohio.gov; Jack.Knapp@epa.ohio.gov; \Nitte, Jennifer 
Cc: Kuefler, Patrick; Vantil, Barbara; Prichard, Gary; Desai, Sudh ir; Vargas, [\Joel; Gunter, Kenneth 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH Comments due date 

Hi Ail, 

Please note that the due date to provide written comments to EPA/ERG comments that I shared with you 

today on your Lawson Run Feasibility Report and Revised lVianagement, Operation and Maintenance 

submissions are October 14, 2016. 

Thank vou . 

Sudhr Desai 

USEPA, Region 5 

WECA 

77 E. Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, IL 60604 
Telephone Number: 312/886-6704 

E Mail Address: desai.sudhir@epa .gov 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi All, 

--· - -· . .::,;::::-.=:-.::=:.:-:?; 

Desai, Sudhir 
Friday, September 09,2016 1:51 .PM 

; anqrew.etter@squirspb.com; karen.winters@squirepb.com; 
OAIIen@portsmouthoh.ol·g; christopher.kosto@epa.ohio.gov; Jack..l<napp@epa.ohio.gov; 
Witte, Jennifer 
Kuefler, Patrick; Vantil, Barbara; Prichard, Garf; Desai, Sudhir; Vargas, !\Joel; Gunter, l<enneth 
Portsmouth, OH Comments due date 

Please note that the due date to provide written comments to EPA/ERG comments that I shared with you 

today on your Lawson Run Feasibility Report and Revised Management, Operation and Maintenance 

submissions are October 14, 2016. 

Thank you. 

Sudhr Desai 

USEPA, Region 5 

WECA 
77 E. Jackson Bivd. 

Chicago, IL 60604 
Telephone Number: 312/886-6704 
E Mail Address: desai .sudhir@epa.gov 



Frorn:: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Sub)ect 

Hi f\.11, 

Desal. Sudhir 
Friday, September 09, 2016 1:51 PM 
!!1!1!!111!~11!!111!1111!!111~; and rev..;. etter@sq u irepb. com; karen. winters@sq u ire pb. com; 
DAJ!en@portsmouthorl_org; christopher.kosto@epa.ohio.gov; Jack.Knapp@epa.ohio.gov; 
VVitte, Jennifer 
Kuefler, Patrick; Vantil, Barbara; Prichard, Gary; Desai, Sudhir; Vargas, [\Joe!; Gunter, l<enneth 
Portsmouth, OH Comments due date 

Please note that the due date to provide vHitten comments to EPA/ERG comments that I shared with you 

today on your Lawson Run Feasibility Report and Revised Management, Operation and Maintenance 

submissions are October 14, 2016. 

Thank you. 

Sudhr Desai 

USEPA, Region 5 

WECA 
77 E. Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, IL 60504-

Telephone Nurnber: 312/886-5704-

EMail Address: desai.sudhir@epa.gov 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Sudh~r 

Paul 8ue~~2sbach <Paui.Buel\esbach@erg.som> 
Friday, September 09, 2016 1:51 PM 
Desai, Sudhir 
Jessica Gray 

Subject: Re: Portsmouth, OH ietters 

Received 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Sep 9~ 2016, at 2:25 Pl\1: Desai~ Sud:b~r <desai.sudhir(U)epa.aov> v,_;rote: 

Hi jess and Paul, 

Here is thee mail I sent ot the City folks. i am having trouble in sending the docs. Please make 

sure you got the message. 

Thank you. 

Sudhir 

From: Desai, Sudhir 
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 1:12 PIVI 
To: andrew.etter@sauirepb.com; karen.winters@squirepb.com; Ruggles, Kris; 
john lyons; 1John Haas!; christooher.kosto(Wepa.ohio.gov; Jack.Knapp@epa.ohio.gov; \1\fitte, Jennifer; 

DAIIen@portsmouthoh.org; Vantil, Barbara 
Cc: Desai, Sudhir; Kuefler, Patrick; Vantil, Barbara; Prichard, Gary; Vargas, 1\!oel; Gunter, Kenneth 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Hi ,."1.11, 
As Portsmouth has requested, ! am providing comments belovv· that EPA has prepared with the 

assistance of our contractor, ERG, on the Lawson Run Sevver Separation Feasibility Report. I am also 

attaching to thls message comments we have on Portsmouth's Revised MOM. VVe would be happy to 
discuss these comments when we are in 
Portsmouth next week. 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Desai 

Environ1:1enta! Engineer 

USE Pi\. Reg1on S 
\A/ater Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 

77 Vv'.Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago .. lL 60604 

Tefephone Number: 312/886-6704 
E Maii ,L>,ddress: desai.sudhir@coa._gov 



Hi Ail, 
As Portsmouth has requested,! am providing comments be!ovv that EP/>, has prepared with the 
assistance of our contractor, ERG, on the Lawson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report. tam also 
attaching to this message comments we have on Portsmouth's Revised MOM. \,\fe would be happy to 
discuss these comments when we are ln Portsmouth next week. 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Desai 

Comments on L3wson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Repo!-t 
1. VI/hat monitoring has PoiLsmouth pe!-formed throughout the Lawson Run Tu~tnel System (LRTS) 

to evaluate the performance of the LRTS and identify botUenecks during wet \"teather? VI/hat 
monitoring has Portsmouth performed throughout the LRTS tributary areas to evaluate the 
performance of these systems and identify bottlenecks during wet weather? 

2. Based on the February 12, 2013, Joint Presentation by Portsmouth and EPA/OEPA, it appears 
that there \sa bottleneck in the LRTS betvveen 23'c and z.st~o Streets. Has Portsmouth evaluated 
cny options for relieving this bottleneck? !f so, what are the benefits in terms of reductions of 
CSOs, SSOs, and basement backups, and what are the costs of aileviatfng the bottleneck? 

3. VVhat size storm triggers CSOs throughout the system? 
4. The inspection of the LRTS identified several defects and poor connections to the LRTS. Has the 

Cfty evaluated the impacts of addressfng these defects and connections on reducing CSOs, SSOs, 
and basement backups? 

5. The Cty ·:dentif!es three potential mutes for the LRTS separatlon solution. Each of these include 
some length of deep (l.e., 25 to 40 feet deep) sewer construction. Did Portsmouth evaluatE any 
other routes that would reduce the length of deep sewer construction? For- each of the 
proposed separation projects, what are the benefits in terms of CSO, SSO, and basement backup 
reductions? \f\/hat storm event or typical year ls Portsmouth using as the basis of its modeling 
activities to assess benefits? 

6. VVhat is the source of the unit costs listed in Appendix J? Also, what is the year basis of these 
costs? Please provide the undedying reports or analyses that support these costs. Also, the costs 
in Table 3.02-2 for the Twin Tubes Sewershed Separation do not match the costs presented in 
Appendix J. Please clarify which costs are correct. 

7. For the tributary ar-eas Hsted in Table 3.02-3 with a costing method of [/Trlbutarl Area" please 
explain why using the cost of $110,000 pei· square acre is appropr-iate. f~.lso please explain how 
Portsmouth dete!-mlned that using costs from the City of Columbus and the City of Indianapolis 
vvere appropriate for the Portsmouth system. Please provide more detail as to how cost 
estlmates were developed for tributary areas identified in Table 3.02-3 with a costing method of 
uBJd Tabulations.~~ Does Portsmouth have specific bid tabulations for each area, or are these 
estimates based on bid tabulations for- other separation projects within the City? Please provtde 
the area for each tributary evaluated for separation, 

8. Section 4.02 discusses constructabH1ty concerns. Since the report was completed, has 
Portsmouth performed 2ny geotechnical analyses to evaluate mck depth? Have other 
geotechnical studies been per·forrned in the city for other reasons that cou!d be used to help 
assess soil conditions and rock depth? 
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9. Please p1ovide a compariscn of the costs and reduc~ions in CSCs of the sep::Fatic.n p:ojects to 

other previously developed LTCP alternatives, a.s ls :·ecommended in the introduction to the 

LRTS 1·eport. \Nhot specific projects does Portsmouth recommend proceeding 'Nith, v.:hat are the 

benefits and costs of these projects/ and vvhat is the schedule of these ·projects? 

<Conm1ents on Portsmouth MOM 9-9-16.docx> 



Desai, Sudhir 
c.::=--~---===--=~-=----=:.;:;:::;; .. -. ------------~--- ------ -- _...:.,~-==::....;_=---

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ruggles, Kris <Kris.Rugg!es@strand.com> 
Friday, September 09, 2016 I :34 PM 
Desai, Sudhir 
RE: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Thank you. I got this one. See you next week! 

From: Desai, Sudhir [mailto:desai.sudhi r@epa.gov] 

Ser.t: Friday, September 09, 2016 2:34PM 

To: Ruggles, Kris <Kris.Ruggles@strand.com> 

Subject: Fw: Portsmouth, OH letters 

From: Desai, Sudhir 
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 1:18PM 

Cc: Desai, Sudhir 
Subject: Fw: Portsmouth, OH let ters 

From: Prichard, Gary 
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 10:58 AIVI 

To: Desai, Sudhir 
Cc: Kuefler, Patrick 
Subject: RE: Portsmouth, OH letters 

--------------------

Sudhir -I had a meeting with Pat today on something else and the Portsmouth letters came up. Perhaps the best '-Nay to 

transmit our comments to Portsmouth would be for you to send an email in which you transmit the comments . I've 

drafted a message (below) and ed ited the MOM comment letter so it is just a set of comments rathe1· than a letter from 

Pat. You should send it to the usual group at Portsmouth that you correspond with, including Po1tsmouth counsel. 

Here's what I suggest: 

As Portsmouth has requested, I am providing comments below that EPA has prepared with the assistance of our 

contractor, ERG, on the Lawson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report. I am also attaching to this message comments 

we have on Portsmouth's Revised M0!\11. \lve would be happy to discuss these comments when we are in Portsmouth 

next week. 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Desai 
Comments on Lawson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report 

1. What monitoring has Portsr·nouth pNformed throughout the Lavvson Run Tunnel System (LRTS) to evaluate the 

perfo t·mance of the LRTS and identify bottlenecks during wet weathe1·?. What monitoring has Portsmouth 

1 



performed throughout the LRTS tributary areas to evaluate the pe1·formance of these systems and ldentffy 
bottlenecks during vvet \Veather? 

2. Based on the February 12, 2013, Joint Presentation by Portsmouth and EPA/OEPA, it appears that there is a 
bottleneck in the LRTS between 23r:i and 25th Streets. Has Portsmouth evaluated any options for relieving this 
bottleneck? if so, what are the benefits in terms of r-eductions of CSOs, SSOs, and basement backups, and what 
are the costs of alleviating the bottleneck? 

3. \A/hat size storm triggers CSOs throughout the system? 
4. The inspection of the LRTS identified several defects and poor connections to the LRTS. Has the Cit)' eva!u~ted 

the impacts of addressing these defects and connections on reducing CSOs, SSOs, and basement backups? 
S, The City identifies three potential routes for the LRTS separation solut!on. Each of these indude sorne \ength of 

deep (i.e., 25 to 40 feet deep) sewer construction. Did Portsmouth evaluate any other routes that wouid reduce 
the !ength of deep sewer construction? For each of the proposed separation projects) what are the benefits in 
terms of CSO, SSO, and basement backup reductions? V1/hat storm event or typicai year ls Portsmouth using as 
the basis of its modeling activities to assess benefits? 

6. VVhat is the source of the unit costs listed in Appendix J? Also, what is the year basis of these costs? Please 
provide the underlying reports or analyses that support these costs. Also, the costs in Table 3.02-2 for the Twin 
Tubes Sewershed Separation do not match the costs preser;ted in Appendix J. Please ciarify which costs are 
correct. 

7. For the tt·Jbutary ar·eas iisted in Table 3.02-3 with a costing method of "Tributary Area" please explain \vhy using 
the cost of $110,000 per square acre is appropriate. AJso please explain how Portsmouth determined that uslng 
costs from the City of Columbus and the City of tndtanapolis were appropriate for the Portsmouth system. 
Piease pmvide more detail as to how cost estimates were developed for tributary areas identified in Table 3.02-
3 with a costing method of 11 8id Tabulations." Does Portsmouth have specific bid tabulations for each area, or 
are these estimates based on bid tabulations for other separation projects vvithin the City? Please provide the 
area for each tr-ibutary evaluated for separation. 

8. Section 4.02 discusses constructabi!ity concerns. Since the report was completed, has Portsmouth performed 
any geotechnical analyses to evaluate rock depth? Have other geotechnlc2l studies been performed in the city 
for other reasons that coufd be used to help assess soil conditions and rock depth? 

9. Please p;-ovlde a comparison of the costs and reductions in CSOs of the separation projects to other previous!y 
developed LTCP alternatives., as is recommended in the introduction to the LRTS report. VVhat specific projects 
does Portsmouth recommend proceeding with, what 2re the benefits 2nd costs of these p1·ojects, and what ts 
the schedule of these projects? 
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Sudhir 

Fram: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

From: Desai, Sudhir 

DesaL Sudhir 
Friday, September 09,2016 1:34PM 
Ruggies, Kris 
Fw: Portsmouth, OH letters 
Comments on Portsmouth MOf\11 9-9-16.docx 

Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 1:18PM 

Cc: Desai, Sudhii-

Subject: Fvv: Portsmouth, OH letters 

From: Prichard, Gary 
Sent: Friday, September 9, 201610:58 AM 

To: Desai, Sudhir 
Cc: Kuefler, Patrick 
Subject: RE: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Sudhir-! had a meeting vvith Pat today on something else and the Portsmouth iettel-s came up, Perhaps the best w2y to 

transmit our comments to Po1Lsmouth would be for you to send an email tn which you transmit the comments, I've 

drafted a message (be\ovv) and edited the fv'JOM comment lettet· so 1t is just a set of comments rather than a letter from 
Pat. You should send it to the usual group at Portsmouth that you correspond with, induding Portsmouth counseL 

Here's what! suggest: 

As Portsmouth has requested, lam providing comments below that EPA has prepared with the assistance of our 

contracto:-, ERG, on the Lawson Run SeV\12:1- Separatioil Feasibility Repot-t. I am also attaching to this message comments 

we have on Portsmouth's Revised !V10M. \fVe vvould be happy to discuss these comments when we are in Portsmouth 

next vveek. 

Thank you, 

Sud hi;- Desai 
Comments on La1.vson Run Se\ve! Separation Fec:.sibiitt'y' Report 

1. VVhat monitoring has Pot-tSlf!CUth pel-fo!-ITied throughout the La\Mso:o P,un Tunnel System (LRTS) to E\laiuate the 
performance of the LRTS and ·identify' bottlen~cks during \Vet v-vec.ther'? Vv'hat rno!-dtoring has Portsmouth 

performed throughout the LR.TS tributary areas to evaiuate the performcnce of these systems and ;dentify 

bottlenecks during \Net v,;eather? 
Based on the February 12, 2013_, Joint Presentation by Portsmouth and EP.A/OEP.A, it appears that there !sa 

bottleneck in the LRTS between this 

bottleneck? If so/ 'Nhat are the beneflts ~n terrns of reduction:: of CSOs, SSOs, 3nd iJ2sement backL'_ps .. and VJtE:~t 

are the costs of a\!eviatlng the bottleneck? 

3. Vv'hat size storm tt-lggeTs CSOs thn::;ughout the system? 



4. The lnspectlon of the LRTS identified several defects and poor co:1nections to the LRTS. Has the City evaluated 
the impacts of addr·essing these defects and connections on reducing CSOs .. SSOs, and basement backups? 

5. The City identifies three potential routes for the LRTS separation solut!on. Each of these indude some length of 
deep (i.e., 25 to 40 feet deep) sewer construction. Did Portsmouth evaluate any other routes that wouid reduce 
the length of deep sewer construction? For each of the proposed separation projects, what are the benefits in 
terms of CSO, SSO.' and basemeht backup reductions? \Nhat storm event or typical year is Portsmouth using as 
the basis of its modeling activities to assess benefits? 

6. VVhat is the source of the unit costs listed in Appendix J? Also, what is the year basis of these costs? Please 
provide the underlying reports or analyses that support these costs. Also, the costs in Table 3.02-2 for the Twin 
Tubes Sev,:ershed Separation do not match the costs presented in . .u,ppendix J. Please clarify vvhich costs are 
correct. 

7. For the tributary areas iisted in Table 3.02·3 with a costing method of "T:-ibutarl' Area'' please expla!n why using 
the cost of $:1.10,000 per square acre is appropr-iate. Aiso please explain how Portsmouth detennined that using 
costs from the City of Columbus and the City of indianapolis were appropriate for the Portsmouth systern. 
Please provide more detail as to how cost estimates v;ere developed for tributary areas identified in Tab!e 3.02-
3 \Nith a costing method of /!Btd Tabulations." Does Portsmouth have spedffc bid tabuiatfons for each area, or 
are these estimates based on bid tabulations for other separation projects \Nith!n the City? Please provide the 
are-a for each tributary evaluated for separation. 

8. Section 4-.02 discusses consti-uctab1lity concerns. Since the 1·epor1 was completed, has Portsmouth per·formed 
any geotechnical analyses to eva!uate rock depth? Have other geotechnical studies been performed in the ctty 
for other reasons that could be used to he!p assess soil conditions and rock depth? 

9. P!ease provide a comparlson of the costs and reductions !n CSOs of the separation projects to other previously 
developed LTCP 2lternatives, as ls recom.mended in the lntroduction to the LRTS report. V1/hat specific projects 
does Portsmouth recomm~nd proceeding with, what are the benefits and costs of these projects, and what is 
the schedule of these projects? 
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Con1n1ents on Portsmouth's Revised lVllli1agen1ent, Operation and :tviaintenance Report 

1. Organizational Structure 

EPA Con11nent: 
Review of the City's Department of Wastewater and Flood Defense in figure 3.01 indicates that the 

Depmtment has 24 en1ployees. T\venty-t•,vo en1ployees prov]de senrices to the wastevv'ater departrnerit~ 

and the remaining employees are responsible for flood defense. Additionally, the report indicates a 

number of additional staff members wili be needed to complete sewer televising and cleaning for all 

sewers less than 18 inches in diameter. 

The City has provided the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data for the City of Portsmouth as the current 

service population (20,226). In order to provide a more accurate assessment of Portsmouth's staffing 

needs, the entire service population for the Pmtsmouth and Scioto ville publicly owned treatment works 

(POTVls) needs to be determined. Please provide EPA a more updated service population for the 

POTWs, using 2014 American Comnmnity Survey data and the number of service connections. 

The Staff Complements for Wastewater Collection System Maintenance table on page 2-8 of the 

CMOM guidance suggests that a City of 25,000 should have 18 employees plus maintenfu--rce 

mechanics, maintenance mechanic helpers, and construction inspection supervisors. Based upon that 

guidfu--rce and the entire service population, please provide additional information on the number of 

total staff needed. as well as staff in the positions below 

Position I - Reference 

Maintenance Mechanic II I See footnote {c), page 2-8 

I Maintenance Mechanic I I See footnote (d), page 2-8 
if-' "rv"1 a::i"n-:::ce::n"a"-n:::c.=e..:.M"I:::e:och.:.:a::n.:.:i.=c:_H_e_lp-e-r--+1 _:S:.:::e~ footnote {d), page 2-8 

i Construction Inspection Supervisor ] See footnotes (e and f), page 2-8 

I 
Portsmouth Cakutated # of 

positions 

P&ge 2-8, foomo1es c d, e. and frefers tO: Gmde forEva1uatmg CMOM Programs and V1'astewater Collecnon Systems document: EPA-

305-B-05-002. 

Also, in Section 3.01 of your report, you indicate that as part of the City's AOC, Portsmouth is required 

to complete a total sewer system inventory and assessment and complete sewer televising and cleaning 

for all sewers less than 18 inch in diameter. As a result, City anticipates that these additional tasks will 

not only require the pmchase of new televising equipment but also the addition of two positions to the 

organization chart a.'ld the hiring of employees to complete the designated tasks. The City claims that 

they 1vill add the two proposed positions when appropriate fur1ding has been secw·ed. 

EPA agrees with the conclusion that the City must add additional staff to accomplish various tasks 

required to meet objectives of your MOM program. Furthermore, Portsmouth should provide detailed 

infom1ation on how it intends to meet the staffing needs and how it intends to secw-e the funding for 

such projects. Please provide various milestones to accomplish the funding goals, names of the funding 

sources and additional employee hirtc--rg needs to complete various Operation ar1d Maintenance tasks. 

Portsn1outh Response: 
a. The City provided the requested population and service connection data in Section 1.03 of the 1~evised 

t\fiOM Program report_ According to the 2010-2014 ,6,merican Community Survey 5-Year Estimate data, 

the population of Portsmouth is 20r320 people. The Silting Department also provided information 

stating the total number of active sewer accounts in the City wastev,rater collection system is 7,009 

accout1ts. Using the average household slze for the C!ty from the 2010~2014 .'\meric2n Community_ 

Sui\.tey 5-~Year Estimate data of 2.38 people per household, the total se;--vice population for the City's 

wastevv2te1- collection svstem is approximately 16,682 people. 



b. The City has also provided, as requested, the estimated number of man-hou1-s per vveek for the four 

positions in the table below in accordance with the guidance from the State Complements for 

Wastewater Collection System Maintenance table provided in the USEPA Guide for Evaluating 

Capacity, Management, Operation, and Maintenance {CMOM} Programs at Sanitary Sewer Collection 

Systems. 

Position Reference Portsmouth Calculated# of positions 
Maintenance Mechanic II See footnote (c), page 2-8 17 pumping stations x 8/3:::45.-34 man-

hours/week 
Maintenance Mechanic I 

I 
See footnote (d}, page 2-8 1 visit/pumping station/week x 17 ~ 17 

rnan-hou1·s/vseek 
Maintenance Mechanic 

I 
See footnote (d), page 2-8 1 visit/pumping station/week x 17::: 17 

Helper marr-hours/week 

I 

I 
I 
I 

i 
Construction !nspection I See footnotes ( e and f), page 2-8 0.25 construction site visits/w·eek x 8/3 I 

Supervisor I ::::: 0.67 man-hours/week* 
*The Crty generally contracts rts IDS:Jor construct10n rnspectwn respousibllitJes to pnvate companies and only 
performs approximately one inspection of sewer lateral con11ections to the public sewer per month. 

This exercise indicates the recommended number of employees for a system of up to 25,000 
people is up to 22 employees. This number considers one ec1ployee each for the Mairrtenance 
Mechanic I and Helper and Construction Inspection SupervisaL The results of the calculation 
indicate that these positions rue significantly less than full time positions, which could be 
combined with other tasks aDd reduce the overall number of fulUime employees needed. The 
City curr-ently employs 24 employees, 22 of which are dedicated to the wastewater department, 
which meets this recommendation. Additionaily, the City states the number of employees on 
staff are effectively performing the cmTent tasks attributed to them. 

c. There are up to 372,000 feet of sewer less than 18 inches [n diameter that have been in service for 

more than 20 years in the City's collection system, which need cleaning and televising. Although the 

City's orig!nat MOM submittal included a tentative schedule to achieve this work in four years, it 

appears that a five-year schedule is appropriate given the City's current economic condition. The 

\Nastewater Department has been operating in a deficit for nine of the last 11 years, and the 

Department fund ended 2015 with a deficit of $965,198.31. The City was placed on Fiscal Watch by the 

Auditor of State in late 2012. As part of the provisions of this, the City is not permitted to add staff at 

this time and therefore cannot add staff to meet the sewer cleaning and televising goals . .Even under 

the revised five-year schedule, additional staff may be necessary to complete the sewer cleaning and 

televtsing task required by the AOC within the required five-year perfod. 

Despite the City's fiscal and staffing chailenges, it has developed a plan to help ensure this 
cleaning ar1d televising work moves forward. The plan is outlined in Sections 3.01 and 5.05 of 
the MOM Program and would be completed in five years. This will allow the City greater 
flexibility to complete these tasks. The City's revised plan would involve the foliowing: 

1) Using currently employed Department staff to comp[ete the sewer" cleaning and televising in 

year one of the schedule. 

2) Evaluating the progress made by the Department staff at the end of year one and determining 

if at the achieved production rate the Department staff will be able to meet the proPosed ftve

year schedule. 

3) Adjusting the Department's annual cleaning and televising goal {as necessary) based on the 

production ach~eved tn year one. 

4) Contracting vvfth a private se-.A.ter cleaning and te~evising finr1 to supplement the Department's 

staff. The private company \:Vou)d dean and televise the balance of sev;ers the Department 



staff was unable to complete. This could be done as one contract or as annual contracts to 

cr-eate a more economically feasib~e plan for the City. 

This plan will give the City the flexibility necessary to develop an economically effective 
approach for completion of this work while allowing the City time to reduce its current deficit 
operating budget through its recent! y passed sewer rate increase. 

EPA/ERG Comments and Questions on 6/2016 MOM Report: 
1. Do the number of active sewer accounts Portsmouth provided in Section 1.03 of the revised MOM 

Program include the areas outside the City proper that are serviced by the City's sevver system? 

2. Ji.ppendix H of the revised MOM Program does not include job descriptions for the Sewer Maintenance 

Supervisor, Sewer Crew Leader, Heavy Equipment Operator, or Flood Defense SuperJisor, vvhich are 

included in Figure 3.01-1 Department ofVVastewater and Flood Defense Organizational Chart. Note 

that these job descriptions were included in Appendix H of the original MOM Program1 dated May 

2014. Appendix H of the original and revised MOM programs do not include job descriptions for the 

City Manager and Director of \f\/astev-Jater. Portsmouth should provide the job descriptions that are not 

included in Appendix H of the revised MOM Program. 

3. Section 3.01 of the revised MOM Program notes that there \s currently one open position in the 

Depart~!Jent. \1\/hat is the open position? Section 3.01 also notes that the sewer tefev!sing and. cleaning 

tasks would require an additional two positions. Which positions are these? tfthese positions do not 

fall within the current job descriptions included in Appendix H1 please provide the job desuiptlons for 

the currently open and ne\'>' positions. 

4. Portsmouth should evatuate if the job descriptions should be ·updated to reflect the sewer televising 

and cleaning tasks that the De-partment staff is golng to perform in year 1. 

5. Section 3.01 of the revised MOM Program notes: "The current staffing level is adequate fot- system 

operation but does not provide much availability to periorm additional tasks outside of those already 

being completed." However, Portsmouth is only going to use Department staff in year 1 of the sewer 

televising and cleaning, which is estimated to take 1,376 man hours (172 man days). If the Department 

staff are already at their capacity, it will be extremely diffkult to achieve the year 1 goals without other 

parts of their jobs suffering. Pottsmouth should revise the year 1 sewer televising and cleanfng 

estimates to adequately reffect the Department staff's availability. \Nhat threshold wl!l Portsmouth use 

to determine if additional or outside staff are needed to achieve the Department's five-year sewer 

televising and cleaning completion? 

6. There is a disconnect betvveen the number of years for the sewer televising and cleaning in Section 

3.01, Section 5.05, Table 5.01-1, and Appendix T of the revised MOM Program. Section 3.01 and Table 

5.01-1 indicate a five-year sev,·er televising and cleaning schedule, but the Section 5.05 text and Table 

in Appendix T indicate a four-year televising and cleaning schedule. Portsmquth should clarify how 

many year-s the sevver televising and cleaning \Vi !I take with· a breakdown of the sevver pipe length and 

estimated man-hours for each year. 

7. How did Portsmouth identify vvhich·areas of the sewer would be te~ev!sed and cleaned each year? 

8. Section 5.05 of the revised rv'!CM Program does not include timeframes or defined actions to be taken 

for- corr:p~eting sewer cleaning, maintenance, and r-epairs; eliminating stormvvater connections; 2nd 

remedying infHtration identified through the sewer televising. Please provide the specific actions and 

timeframes for when they will-be completed. 

9. P.re the recently passed sewer rete increases reflected ln Section 4.01./.i. and Appendix ~il of the revised 

[\liOM Program? Based on the recently passed sewer rate increases, v11·hen does PortsmoL:th estimate 

eliminating the current deficit? v~ml the deficit impact Portsmouth's abiiity to hir-e contractors to 

complete the sewer- televising and c!ecning v;~ork in the flve-yea.r schedule? 



7 Training 

EPA Cotnment: 
The City indicates the Department does not have a formal written training program to train employees 
on their specific job responsibilities. This does not mean that training is not provided. 
The commitment of ma,-.agement to training pers01mel is a key to a successful program. Although 
training is not explicitly required under tbe current regulations, a collection system with untrained or 
poorly trained collection system persormel runs the risk of noncompliance. The following are the many 
sources of n1aintenance training: 

0 Manufacturer' 

0 In-house 

• On-the-job 

@ Industry-wide (e.g., consultants, regulatory authorities, professional assocfations, or educational 
institutions) 

EPA recommends that Portsmouth provide structnred training opportunities on various topics related to 
the collection system MOM program and document them. 
Please provide a list of trai..-llngs the City intends to provide to trainees/employees with different skills 
(i.e., ne\V employees, mid-level employees, veteran employees). For each training, please discuss who 
will provide the training and when. If you intend to provide only on-the-job training, please docun1ent 
how many honrs of training these staff were provided, who provided the training and area of the 
trmn1ng. 

Portsmouth Response: 
a. The Department has been providing on-the-job train.lng to its staff for many years. The program 

fncludes the training of new staff by more veteran staff. There is not a set length of time for thls 
training. It ls determined on a case-by-case basts based on the progression of the n~w staff tovvard 
understandtng thefr tasks and duties. The determination of when the new employee's on--the-job 
training period formally ends is made by the trainer and the Director of Wastewater and Flood 
Defense. However; even when the ·mltiaf on-the-job training concludes, training vvill stiH occur daHy 
throughout the completion of tasks and the honing of skil!s. 

The City also initiates specific training activities as necessary. With respect to the training of 
collections staff on the AOC, the City organized a presentation ofthe components of the MOM 
progran1 which pertains directly to the collections staff in May, 2015. Strand Associates, Inc(Rl 
developed a presentation that highlighted tl1e sewer assessment and inventory and sewer 
cleaning and televising programs a,-nong tl1e other provisions of the MOM Prog:ranl. The 
collections staff was also given the opportunity to ask questions and gain a better understanding 
of what their specific roles would be related to achieving the overall goals. 
As evidenced by the fact that the Department has not experienced any collections system issues 
related to a lack of proper training, the City believes that its training program has worked well. 
Because on-the-job training does not lend itself to documentation and to do so \Vould create an 
unnecessarv burden on the City's limited resources. the Department does not feel that changes -' ~ J -

'-' 

to its training program are \Narranted at this tirne. 
EPA/ERG Comments a.nd Questions on June 2016 MOM Report: 

l. Portsmouth did not make any revisions to Section 3.02 the revised MOM Program in response to this 
comment. Based on the information provided in Section 3.02 of the revised MOM Program! 
Portsmouth is !acktng a structured employee training and evaluation program. Training the three nevJ 
employees Por·tsmouth anticipates needing in the future vviil place a large burden on the veteran staff. 
Portsmouth notes th2t the current staff do not have much 2vaitabi!ity to perform additional tasks 



outside of those already being cornpfeted, but is relying on these staff to perform the sewer televising 

and cleaning activities for year 1. Portsmouth should consider using the job descriptions to deveiop 

specific tl-aining (on-the-job or bv other means) that each new employee should receive. Additionally, 

Portsmouth should develop a way to evaluate that new employees have adequately mastered each 

task that is part of their job description. 
2. VVhat training wi!l be necessary for the emplovees that will be using the new CCTV equipment? 

3. \Vhat training does Portsmouth provide to veteran staff on an on-going basis related to their job 

responsibi I ity? 

3. ColnlTtUnication and Custon1er Service 

EPA Con1ment: 
The Ciry has made attempts to conmmnicate with their citizens in matters related to the recent 
basement flooding and other topics of concern. EPA recommends that the City develop additional tools 
to coordinate such activities. It will help corrmmnication efforts between EPA and the City if the City 
would share documented citizen complaints with EPA with ii'leir bimonthly monitoring reports. 

Portsnwuth Response: 
a. The Department has developed specific questionnaires and procedures for taking complaints from the 

public as part of its revised Overflow Emergency Response Plan (OERP), which was submitted on 
November 16 .. 2015, and is currently awaiting US EPA approval. These \_f\rere included as an appendix in 

the original MOf\~ Program, though were not specifically referenced in this section. Section 3.03.A.2 

novv includes a reference to the questionnaire from the revised OERP related to the report of an 

ove1ilow which can also be used to report any type of compiaint. If the report is related to an 
unauthorized overflow, the pmvisions of the OERP should be followed (the revised OERP submitted to 

US EPA in November 16
1 

2015, has been included in the revised MOM program to replace the older 

version). The procedures outlined in the MOM Program as revised coupled with the procedures of the 

OERP address the hovv communication with the public should be handled by the Department. 

The City also has been supplying the Bimonthly Repmts in accordance with Paragraph 13 of 
the AOC. Additionally, the City is reporting to the US EPA any sanitary sewer o\1erflows (SSOs) 
and nnauthorized combined sewer overflows in accordance with its NPDES Permit and the 
AOC. In order to keep the Bimonthly Report consistent with the AOC requirements and avoid 
duplicative reporting requirements that wonld be unnecessarily burdensome for the 
Department's limited staff, the City believes complaints should be reported in accordance with 
procednres outlined in the MOM and revised OERP submittals. 

EPA/ERG Con1ments and Questions on June 2016 MOIVI Report: 
1. Portsmouth added one sentence to Section 3.03 of the revised !VI OM Program that references the 

procedures outlined in the OERP that should be_followe_d_in the_eventof an unauthorized overflovv. 

ERG did not fulty review the OERP to assess its adequacy. 
2. ERG vvould !ike to review the SSO_and unauthorized CSO reports deiiven~d to USEPA and/or OEPA in 

accordance with the l\tPDES Permit and AOC. 
3. The Depcrtn;ent deve~oped. a spedTic Sanitary Sewer Overffov~.' Phone Questionnaire for taking citizen 

complaints about overflov,rs. The OERP does not discuss a questionnoire or specific pmcedure use-d fol

documenting non-overflow (e.g., basement backups) related cftizen complaints. The OERP Section 6.5 

says "All cedis from citizens that are not directly reporting an overf\ovv shall be fonrvarded to the 

Director for a response." Hov\1 does Portsmouth add1~ess the non~overflov,, (e.g. 1 basement backup} 

related citizen complaints? Hov1r does Portsmouth 1-eport the non-overflow rel2ted citizen complaints 

to USEPA and/or OEPA7 



4. Section 3.03 and associated appendices of the revised MOM Program do not include a diScussion of 
outreach to focal groups (media, schools, senior .citizens, etc.), except that outreach is performed on an 
as-needed basis. Portsmouth should deve!op and implement a more consistent, proactive outreach 
program in terms of both SSO prevention (e.g., oil and grease education) and basement back-up clean
up. 

5. Portsmouth does not have a public relations program. The OERP Section 6.5 states that a door hanger 
!s distributed to citizens after an overflow event that details the event; location, duration, and cleanup. 
Please provide a copy of an example of a door hanger to verify that the information being conveyed to 
the citizer1s is adequate. 

6. There- is ;:~o formal procedure for evaluating and responding to public complaints, except a statement 
that the comptafnt wi!l be responded to as soon as possible. Portsmouth shoufd develop spedfic 
timeframes within which the City win respond to different types of complaints. 

7. Portsm~:JUth should develop a forma! procedure for customers to evaluate the services provided by the 
City. Port;smouth should also make records of Portsmquth's performance in response to customer 
complaints (e.g.r has·Portsmouth has been responding ·In a time\y manner?) available to the USEP;\ 
OEPA, and citizens. 

8. r'o form is used by dispatchers to record the information about an overflow in the field. The OERP 
Section 6.4 states that dispatchers wl!l·capture details about the overflows, but does not indicate 
where the information wt!l be documented. Portsmouth should develop a checklist for dispatchers to 
use to document information about overflows. 

9. Portsmouth should develop an employee public outreach training. 
10. Section 3.03 of the revised MOM Program states that, "Once the issue has been addressed, call records 

are updated with the cause of the issue (if it was able to be determine), the actions taken to resolve 
the issue, who completed the fix, and the date the issue v,ras resolved 

11. Portsmouth should make information submitted to USEPA and/or OEPA under its NPDES Permit and 
the AOC available to the public on the city website. 

4. SSO Notification 
EPA Corn1nent: 
The City continues to report SSOs. However, review of u"te reports indicates that the quantity of 
discharges are not reported in accordance with your Overflow Emergency Response Plan. The report 
should include how the City arrived at the discharge volumes. Please share this information when 
submitting the bimonthly monitoring report(s). 
Portsmouth Response: 

a. The Cfty received comments on the OERP on October 14,2015, and submitted a revised OERP on 
f\Jovember 16,2015. The Cltv has continued to report SSOs in accQrdance_ wit_h __ its_NP_[)ESP.ermit and 
\Mill begfn to report estimated SSO volumes upon written app'roval of the revised OERP in accordance 
wfth Paragraph 5 of the AOC. The rev·tsed OERP also includes additional guidance on how the 
Department wifl estimate SSO volumes to report ln accordance wtth the revised OERP. In order to keep 
the Bimonthly Report consistent with the AOC requirements and avoid duplicative repoiiing 
requirements that would be unnecessarily burdensome for the Department's lfmited staff, the City 
believes that SSO discharge vofumes shou!d be reported in accordance with procedures out!ined in the 
revised OERP submfttals once it is approved. 

ERG/EPA Corrnnents and Questions on June 2016 MOI'v1 Re-port: 
1. Po1Lsmouth did not make any ch;:mges to Section 3.05 of the revised MOM Program in response to this 

comment. 



2. Appendix F of the OERP (.li,ppendix K of the revised l\li0fv1 Program) outlines the four methods for 

estimat\ng discharge volumes Portsmouth uses to estimate sevver overflmicr volumes. Portsmouth's 

November 16, 2015, cover letter explaining the edits made to the OERP states, !'The method the City 

uses to estimate se\ver overflow volumes varies based on the nature, timing, and location of the 

overflov/'. This statement implies that Portsmouth is a h-eady calcutating overf\ov,J volumes, and 

therefore, reporting overflow discharge volumes would not be an additional burden to Portsmouth. 

3. The approach for calculating SSO volume using Method 1 is subjective. ERG recommends combining 

Methods 1 and 2 into one approach for anv size contained overfiow so that the approach is 

quantitative and replicable. 

4. For Method 2, we suggest adding figures to Appendix Fin the OERP showing the dimensions to 

measl!re and use for the area calculations, for example: 

~ ·---~- ----- ---· 

5. The second approach for estimating the ovetflow start time in Method 3 is vague. This 3pproach is 

based on visual observation of grease and toilet paper. The City should assess if this aporoach is 

appropriate and if there are ways to reduce the methodJs subjectiveness and associated potential \arge 

margin of error. 

6. The explanation of how to determine overflov1.1 end time using a downstream flow meter is vague. 

Portsmouth should consider expanding the explanation and following a similar approach as the 

explanation included for start t!me estimation. 

7. Revise the title of Method 4 to apply more generally to instances when flow monitoring data are 

unavailable, instead of being specific to only lv1unn's Run Pumping Station. EPA would like Portsmouth 

to consider the installation of a flow meter on the Munn's Run Pumping Station SSO. 

8. The approach for Method 4 is vague. The explanation says that the overflow duration should be 

obtained from SCAD A. Portsmouth should add more information about where SCAD A data are housed 

and specifically what piece(s) of infor'mation is to be obtained to determine the d·uration. The 

explanation also says that the volumes are calculated using the "CSO Estimation for DMR" and "Cross

Sectional Vliet Area of Pipe Flowing Partially Full". The "CSO Estimation for DMR" tables can be used to 

determine the flow rate depending on either pipe size or CSO location. The "Cross-Sectioned \Net Area 

of Pipe Flowing Partial IV Full" tables can be used to determine the vvet area (V\iet Area= D2 x 

fV!u\tiplicatio.n Factor). Portsmouth shoufd add explanation of how the wet area is used to ca~cuiate 

f~ovv rate. 

EPA Con1n1ent: 
PoLtsn1outh1s sewer cleaning needs are addressed, mnong others: by visiting slow-ru1mers and 
cornpleting the se'lver cleaning ai1d repairs. Based on Pmtsn1outh and EP/\. re1rie\vs of the inforn1ation~ it 
appears that this progrmn has largely achieved the desired outcmnes. Please provide qualitative and 
quantitative results of this prograrn (i.e.~ reduced l/I, number of blockages removed per quarter: etc.) to 
dete1n1ine its tcue effectiveiless. 

Portsrnouth Response: 
a. The C\ty has deve!opeci and included o map of the locations of the Slow-Runners in Section 5.05 0nd 

.l\ppend[;; U of the revised MOM Progr2HL 



The Depa1tment has also reviewed it maintenance histories over the last approximately two 
years versus the Slow-Runner locations. This review indicates that in that time period, the 
Department has perfmmed nonnal maintenance activities on some of the Slow-Rum1ers to 
prevent significant blockages, which could eventually lead to back-ups. Examples of the types 
of maintenance activities performed include removing minor debris build-up with a long 
handled shovel and cleaning of debris with the vactor truck. This type of debris is generally 
observed to be grit, rags, and fats, oils, and grease. The Department has not had any recorded 
maintenance activities to remove significant sewer blockages or blockages creating backups at 
any of the Slow-Rmmer locations. Tllis demonstrates the Slower-Rnm1er program appears to be 
achieving its objective of preventing blockages and backups through a systematic approach of 
visiting and reviewing the sites a minimmn of tln·ee times per week and addressing minor issues 
before they lead to blockages and backups. 
The following is a table winch presents the maintenance completed on Slow-Rum1ers since 
Jannary ?014 '-

Number of instances/Type of 

Slow-Runner Name Mainteriance 

Orizaba Lane I 38/Cieanfng with Long Handled 
I 

Shovel I 
I 
I 
i 
I 

2124 Dorman Drive 1/Cleaning with Long Handled 

Shovel 

AEP/Scioto !rail 1/Cleaning with Rake 

Buch Alley I 1/Cieaning with Vactor Truck I 
Gatti's PiLLa 

I 
10/Cleaning Grease with Vactor 

Truck 
~~------~--------~· 

Robinson Avenue/Phone Company 1/Cleaning with \/actor Truck 

Front Street 1/Cleaning with Vactor l r·uck 

AAA [nsurance Allev 1/Cieaning with Long Handled 

Shove! 

i Hempstead Manor j 1/Cieaningwith Vactor rruck 

Notes 

Debris removed is generally rags, 

vvhich settle from the waste 
stream because of shallow sewer 
grade. Sewer grade is unable to be 

I 
adjusted because of conflicts with 

I other infrastructure. 

I 

I
I his $!ow-Runner was added to the 
list in September, 2015. Grit 

I 
bui_l~up is from upstream pumping 

stanon. 

Slow--runners are a dynamic portion of the Depa..rtn1enfs systen1 and locations are rernoved 
from the list based on construction projects or added to the list based on an identified need. A 
revised list has been provided in Table 5.05-2 of the revised !VIOM. 

EPA/ERG Comments and Questions on June 2016 MOM Report: 
1. Tab~e 5.01-2 of the revised MOM Program includes 25 Slow-Runners, but the table in Portsmouth's 

response to EPA's comment only indudes 9 Slow-Runners. Please exp~a!n the mafntenance activttres 

performed on the Slow-Runners that were not included !n Portsmouth's ·response to EP,A.'s comment. 

2. tt appears that at least one area of concern is associated with a food establishment. VVhat outreach has 

Portsmouth done to the residences and businesses in the Slow-Runner areas? What specific outreach 

programs for food establishments does Portsmouth have for fats, oils, and grease? 

3. Sectfon 5.05 of the revised MOM Program notes that Portsmouth identifies the Slo\v-Runners based on 

htstorical blockages. Portsmouth also continues to add and remove Slow-Runners based on identified 



need and construction projects, respectivetv. VI/hat criteria does Portsmouth use to cdd a11 area to the 

Slov;-Runner list? V1fhat cdteria does Portsmouth use to remove an area from the Slo\IJ~P,unner list? 

6. Inventory 

EPA Comment: 
The submission provides infon11ation about bow the City handles management of this critical item. 
However, the program as written is too generic and does not provide substantive information about the 
in\·'entory A snap shot of the parts inventory \Vith quantitative nun1ber of parts will increase EPA's 
confidence that the City if fully equipped to have spare parts available to provide parts in need of an 
emergency and regular n1aintenance. Pi ease provide a list of the various essential equipm.ent parts 

maintained by the City. 

Portsmouth Response: 
a. The City ha.s provided a list of critical spare parts developed by the Department in Sect!on 5.06 and 

Appendix \1 of the revised MOM Program. 

EPA/ERG Con1ments and Questions on June 2016JviOM Report: 
1. ERG does not have a copy of Appendix V, and has not reviewed the spare parts list. 

7 Collection SystelTi Con1pliance 

EPA Cornrnent: 
The City continues to perform compiiance monitoring as required by their NPDES pen11it. The City 
should consider extending their storn1water dov~rnspout disconnection program to the sanitary sewers to 
cover fhe entire City rather than selected areas of the City only. Also, the City should make certain that 

it enforces its local se\\rer use ordinance related to ston11Water. 

Portsnwuth Response: 
a. The City has previously clrculated letters detailing downspout disconnection and why it ls important as 

required by Paragraph 11 of the AOC. The City wl!l take into consideration USEPA's suggestion of 

program expansion. The City continues to enforce its local se\Ner use ordinance related to stormvvater. 

However, because of legal and pracbcal concerns regarding enforcement, the City's residential 

dO\Nnspout disconnection program is being implemented on a voluntary basis. 

EPA/ERG Comments and Questions on june 2016 MOM Report: 
1. How many dovv'nspouts are there in the Grandview Avenue area? How many \.Vere disconnected as a 

result of the circulated letters? Portsmouth should quantify the reduction on the number and volume 

of dovvnstream overflovvs and basement backups as a result of the downspout disconnections. 

2. \/Vhat are the legal and practical concerns l'egarding enforcement of the local sewer oi-dinance 1Nith 

respect to downspout disconnections? 
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From: 
Serrt: 
To: 
Subject 

Hi Kris,, 

Sudhfr 

Desai, Sudhi: 
Friday, September 09, 2016 1:33PM 
Ruggles, Kris 
Portsmouth, OH 

r am having problems with the computers sending the mess2ges. ! sent the comments to the entire team 
about 10 rnin. ago. Please let me know if you have questions. 

Thonk you. 

Sudfdr 

847 848 3057 



Desai~ Sudhr r 
r.-:.=::-.·.::.· ·- .·=.:;- -.:.c:· -=-========== =::t::x:;;=== 

From: 
Sei1t: 
To: 

Ruggles, l<.ris <Kris.Ruggles@strand.com> 
Friday, September 09, 2016 I :30 PM 
Desai, Sudhir 

Subject: RE: Portsmouth , OH letters 

There was not an attachment. 

From: Desai, Sudhir [ma ilto :desai.sudhir@epa.gov] 

Sent: Friday, September 09, 2016 2:14PM 

To: andrew.etter@squirepb.com; karen.winters@squirepb.com; ; Ruggles, Kris 

<Kris.Ruggles@strand.com>; Lyons, John <John.Lyons@strand.com>; 'John Haas' <JHaas@portsmout hoh.org>; 

christopher.kosto@epa.ohio.gov; Jack.Knapp@epa.ohio .gov; W itte, Jennifer <jennifer.witte@epa.ohio.gov>; 

DAIIen@portsmouthoh.org; Vant il, Barbara <vahtil.barbara@epa.gov> 

Cc: Kuefler, Patrick <kt.iefler.patrick@epa .gov>; Prichard, Gary <prichard.gary@epa .gov>; Vargas, 1\Joel 

<vargas.noei@epa.gov>; Gunter, Kenneth <gunter.kenneth@epa.gov> 

Subject: Re: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Hi All, 

Here are the comments on your submissions. 

From: Desai, Sudhir 

Sent: Friday, September 9, 2016 1:12:24 PM 

To: andrew.etter(@squirepb.com; karen.winters@sauirepb.com; rduncan1@faicon1.net; Ruggles, Kris; john lyons; 'John 

Haas'; christopher.kosto@eoa.ohio .gov; Jack.KnaoD@epa.ohio.gov; W itte, Jennifer; DAIIen@lportsmout hoh.org; Vantil, 

Barbara 

Cc: Desai, Sudhir; Kuefle1·, Patrick; Vantil, Barbara; Prichard, Gary; Vargas, f\Joel; Gunter, Kenneth 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Hi All, 
As Portsmouth has requested, I am providing comments belovv that EPA has prepared wit h the assistance of our 

contractor, ERG, on the Lawson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report. I am also attaching to t his message comments 

we have on Portsmouth's Revised MOM. We would be happy to discuss these comments when we are in 

Po rtsmouth next week. 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Desai 

Environmental Engineer 

USEPA, Region 5 

\.Vater Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 

77 \1\1 . Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, IL 60604 

Telephone t\!umber: 312/886-6704 
EMail Address: des2i.sudhir(@epa.!wv 

l 



Hi Afl, 
As Portsmouth has requested, I am providing comments below· that EPA has prepared with the assistance of our 
contractor, ERG, on the Lawson Run Sewer- Separation Feasibility Report.! am aiso attaching to this message comments 
we have on Portsmouth's Revised i\/lOIVi. VVe would be happy to discuss these comments \A/hen we are in Portsmouth 
next week. 

Thank you1 

Sudhir Desai 

Comments on Lawson Run Sew2r Separatlon Feasibility Report 
1. \tV hat monitoring has Portsmouth performed throughout the Lawson Run Tunnel System (LRTS) to evaluate the 

performance of the LRTS and identify bottlenecks during wet \!\feather? VVhat monitoring has Portsmouth 
performed throughout"the LRTS tl-ibutary areas to evaluate the performance of these syster:rs and Identify 
bottlenecks during wet weather? 

2. Based on the February 121 2013, Joint Presentation by Portsmouth and EP.A./CEPA1 it appears that there is a 
bottleneck in the LRTS betvveen 23ro and 2.5th Streets. Has Portsmouth evaluated any options for relieving this 
bottleneck? lf so, vvhat are the benefits in terms of reductions of CSOs, SSOs, and basement backups, and vvhat 
are the costs of alleviating the bottleneck? 

3. V'Jhat stze storm triggers CSOs throughout the system? 
4. The inspection of the LRTS identified several defects and poor connections to the LRTS. Has the City evalu2ted 

the impacts of addressing these defects and connections on reducing CSOs, SS0s1 and basement backups? 
5. The City identifies three potentia! routes for the LRTS separation solution. Each of these include some length of 

deep (i.e., 25 to 40 feet deep) sevver construction. Did Portsmouth evaluate any other routes that would reduce 
the length of deep sewer construction? For each of the· proposed sepaTation projects, vvhat are the benefits in 
terms of CSO, SSO, and basement backup reductions? VI/hat storm event or typical vear is Portsmouth us·lng as 
the basts of its modeling activities to assess beneftts? 

6. Vv'hat is the source of the unit costs !isted in Appendix J? Also, what 1s the year basis of these costs? Please 
provide the underfying reports or analyses that support these costs. A!so, the costs ln Table 3.02-2 for the Tvvin 
TUbes Sewershed Sepa1·ation do not match the costs presented in Appendix J. Please clarify which costs are 
correct. 

7. For the tributary areas listed in Table 3.02-3 with a costing method of "Tributary Arean p!ease explain why using 
the cost of $110,000 per square acre is appropriate. Aiso please expiain how Portsmouth determined that using 
costs from the Cfty of Columbus and the City of Indianapolis were appropriate for the Portsmouth system. 
Please provide more detail as to how cost estimates V-.iere developed for tributary areas identified \n Tabie 3.02-
3 with a costing method of ..,Bid Tabulations<" Does Portsmouth have spedfic bid tabulations for each area, or 
are these estimates based on bid tabulations for other separation projects \Vithin the City? Please provide the 
area fo!· each tributary evaluated for separation. 

8. Section 4.02 discusses constructability concerns. Since the report \J\tas completed, has Portsmouth performed 
any geotechnlcal ana'ryses to evaluate rock depth? Have other geotechnical studfes been perfor·med in the city 
for other reasons that could be used to help assess soH conditions and rock depth? 

9. Pi ease provide a cornpor!son of the costs and reductions in CSOs of the separation projects to other previouslj! 
developed LTCP attematives, as is recommended in the introductfon to the LRTS report. VVhat specific projects 
does Po:-tsmouth :·ecommend pr-oceeding with} vvhat are the benef[ts and costs of these projects) and vvhat is 
the schedule of these projects? 

2 



Desa[, Sudhir . 
c.=:.::_:.:=;;;_--=---·----- :.=x:::..--=::::::===.::::=-..=-....:..=:.::=.:.=.=-....:.:=_~.=:-. - -~---~=-=-==-.......:..===_--=~~=:::::=::::::..-_= .. ~ 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Desai, Sudhir 

Desai, Sudhir 
Friday, September 09, 2016 1:26PM 
Paul Buellesbach; Jessica.gray@erg.com 
Re: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Ser.t: Friday, September 9, 2015 1:24:56 PM 

To: Paul Buellesbach; Jessica.gray@erg.com 

Su bject : Fw: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Hi Jess and Paul, 

Here is thee mail! sent ot the City folks. I am having trouble in sending the docs. Please make sure you got 

the message. 

Than k you. 

Sudhir 

Ftom: Desai, Sudhir 

Sent: Friday, September 9, 20151:12 PM 

To: andrew.etter@squirepb.com; karen.winters@squirepb.com; rduncanl@falconl.net; Ruggles, Kris; john lyons; 'John 

Haas'; christopher.kosto@epa.ohio.gov; Jack.Knapp@epa.ohio.gov; Witte, Jennifer; DAllen@portsmouthoh.org; Vantil, 

Barbara 

Cc: Desai, Sudhi r; Kuefler, Patrick; Vantil, Barbara; P1·ichard, ·Gary; Va rgas, Noel; Gunter, Kenneth 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Hi All, 
As Portsmouth has requested, I am providing comments below that EPA has prepared with the assistance of ou1· 

contractor, ERG, on the Lawson Run Sewe1· Separation Feasibility Report. I am also attaching to this message comment s 

we have on Portsmouth's Revised MOM. We vvould be happy to discuss these comments when we are in 

Portsmouth next v.teek. 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Desai 

Environmental Engineer 

USEP.A., Region 5 

Water Enforcement and CompEance AssUI·ance Branch 

77 \1\/. Jackson Bivd. 

Chicago, IL 60604 
"Telephone !\!umbel·: 312/ 886-5704 

E fv1ail /l,ddress: desai .sudhir@epa.gov 



Hi Ail, 
As Portsmouth has requested,! am providing comments below that EPP, has prepared vvith the assistance of our 
contractor! ERG, on the Lawson Run Se>,ver Separation Feasibllity Report. i am also attaching to this message comments 
we have on Portsmouth's Revised ~/lOfvL VIle would be happy to discuss these comments when we are in Portsmouth 
next week. 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Desai 

Comments on Lavvson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report 
1. \/Vhat monitoring has Portsmouth perfo1"med throughout the Lawson Run Tunnel System (LRTS) to evaluate the 

performance of the LRTS and identify bottlenecks during wet weather? V\fhat monitoring has Portsmouth 
performed throughout the LRTS trtbutary areas to evaluate the pel-forma nee of these systems and identify 
bottfenecks during wet v-~;eather? 

2. Based on the February 12, 20131 Joint Presentation by Portsmouth and EPA-./OEPA, it appears that there is a 
bottleneck in the LRTS between 23rd and 25ti: Streets; Has Portsmouth evaluated any options for relieving this 
bottleneck? \f so, v,rhat are the benef\ts \n terms of reductions of CSOs, SSOs, and basement backups) and what 
are the costs of a!leviating the bott!eneck? 

3. V\lhat size storm triggers CSOs throughout the system? 
4. The inspection of the LRTS identified several defects and poor connections to the LRTS. Has the City evaluated 

the impacts of addressing these defects and connections on reducing CSOs_. SSOs; and basement backups? 
5. The City identifies three potentia! routes for the LRTS separation solution. Each of these include some length of 

deep (i.e., 25 to 40 feet deep) se\ver construction. D~d Portsmouth evaiuate any other roUtes that \vould reduce 
the length of deep sewe1· construction? For each of the proposed separation projects, what are the beneffts in 
terms of CSO, SSO, and basement backup reductions? \!Vhat storm event 01- typical year is Portsrnouth ustng as 
the basis of its modeling activit!~s to assess benefits? 

6. VJhct is the source of the unit costs listed in Appendix J? Also, what i,s the year basis of these costs? Please 
provide the underlying reports or analyses that support these costs. AlsO, the costs in Table 3.02-2 for the Twin 
Tubes Sewershed Separation do not match the costs presented in .A.ppendix l Please clarify which costs are 
correct. 

7. For the tributary areas !isted in Table 3.02-3 Vlith a costing method of l/Tributarv Area!' please explain why using 
the cost of $110,000 per square acre is appropriate. Aiso please EXpiain hov.t Portsmouth determined that using 
costs from the City of Columbus and the City of indianapolis \Mere appropriate for the Portsmouth system. 
P!ease provide more de tan as to how cost estimates were developed for tributary areas identified in Table 3.02-
3 wfth a costing method of "Bid Tabu!ations.n Does Portsmouth h3ve specific bid tabulations for each area; or 
are these estimates based on bid tabufations for other seporadon pi-ojects within the City? Please provide the 
area for each tributal)t evaluated foi- sepa:-ation. 

8. Section 4.02 discusses consti-uctabi!lty concerns. Since the report was compie-ted 1 has Portsmouth pei·formed 
anv geotechnical analyses to evaluate mck depth? Have other geotechnical studies been performed in the city 
for other reasons that could be used to help assess soil conditions and rock depth? 

9. P\ease provide a comparison of the costs and reducfrons in CSOs of the separat\on projects to other pr-eviously 
developed LTCP alternatives, as t.s recornmended !n the introduction to the LRTS report. V\!hat specific projects 
does Portsmouth recommend proceeding \Nith, what axe the benefits end costs of these projects, and v;hat is 
the schedule of these projects? 
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Desai, Sudhir 
' -
From: 
Seni: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Jess and Paul, 

Desai, Sudhir 
Friday, September 09, 2016 1:25PM 
Paul Buellesbach; Jessica.gray@erg.com 
Fw: Portsmouth, OH letters 
Comments on Portsmouth MOM 9-9-16 docx 

= ===='= 

Here is the e mail I sent ot the City folks . I am having trouble in sending the docs. Please make sure you got 

the message. 

Thank you. 

Sudhi r 

From: Desai, Sudhir 
S.ent: Friday, September 9, 2016 1:12 PM 
To: andrew.etter@squirepb.com; karen.vvinters@squirepb.com; Ruggles, Kris; john lyons; 'John 
Haas'; christopher.kosto@epa.ohio .gov; Jack.Knapp@epa.ohio .gov; Witte, Jennifer; DAHen@portsmouthoh.org; Vantil, 

Barbara 
Cc: Desai, Sudhir; Kuefler, Patrick; Vantil, Barbara; Pr-ichard, Gary; Vargas, Noel; Gunter, Kenneth 

Subject: Portsmouth, OH letters 

Hi All, 
As Portsmouth has requested, I am providing comments below that EPA has prepared \Vith the assistance of our 
contractor, ERG, on the Lawson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report. lam also attach ing to this message comments 

we have on Portsmouth's Revised fv'iOi\ll. Vve wou!d be happy to discuss these comments when we are in 

Portsmouth next week . 

Thank you, 

Sudhir Desai 
Environmental Engineer 

USEPA, Region 5 
Vvater Enfo rcement and Compliance Assurance Branch 

77 \N . Jackson Blvd . 

Chicago, \L 60604 
Telephone Number: 312i 886-6704 
E f\llail.b,dd ress: desa i.sudhir@epa .gov 



Hi All.. 
As Portsmouth has requested, I am providing comments below that EPJ'I. has prepared with the assistance of our 
con.tractor, ERG, on the Lavvson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report. I am also attachlng to this message comments 
we have on Portsmouth's Revised rv10M. VVe would be happy to discuss these comments vvhen we are in Portsmouth 
next week. 

Thank you/ 

Sudhir Desai 
Comments on LavJson Run Sewer Separation Feasibility Report 

1. V>/hat monitoring has Portsmouth periotTned throL!ghout the Lawson Run Tunnel System (LRTS} to evaluate the 
performance of the LRTS and identify bottlenecks during wet weather? Vv'hat monitoring has Portsmouth 
performed throughout the LRTS tributary areas to evaluate the performance of these systems and identify 
bottlenecks during wet weather? 

2. Based on the February 12, 2013, Joint Presentation by Portsmouth and EPA./OEP.<\ it appears that there is a 
o·ottieneck in the- LRTS between 23rd and 25th Streets. Has Portsmouth evafuated any options for relieving this 
bottleneck? If so, what ore the benefits in terms of reductions of CSOs, SSOs, and basement backups, and vvhat 
are the costs of alleviating the bottleneck? 

3. '#hat size storm triggers CSOs throughout the system? 
4. The inspection of the LRTS identified several defects and poor connections to the LRTS. Has the City evaluated 

the impacts of addressing these defects and connections on 1·educ!ng CSOs, SSOs, and basement backups? 
5. The Cfty identiffes three potential mutes for the LRTS separatlon soiution. Each of these include some length of 

deep (i.e., 25 to 40 feet deep) sewer construction. Dld Portsmouth evaluate o.ny other routes that would reduce 
the fength of deep sevver construction? For each of the proposed separation projects, what are the benefits in 
terms of CSO, SSO, and basement backup reductfons? VVhat storm event or typfcal year is Portsmouth using as 
the basis of its modeling activities to assess benefits? 

6. V/hat ls the source of the unit costs listed in Appendix J? Also, vvhat ts the year basis of these costs? Please 
provide the underlying reports or analyses that support these costs. Also, the costs in Table 3.02-2 for the Twin 
Tubes Sevvershed Separation do not match the costs ptesented in Appendix J. Please darlf'y which costs are 
correct. 

7. For the tributary areas listed in Table 3.02-3 v.dth a costing method of "Tributa1·y Area" p!ease explain why usfng 
the cost of $110,000 per square acre is appropriate. Also please explain how Portsmouth determined that using 
costs from the City of Coiumbus and the ctty of lnd1anapoiis were appropriate for the Portsmouth system. 
Please provide more detail as to how cost estimates vvere developed for ti-ibutary areas identffied in Table 3.02-
3 \Nith a costing method of /{Bid Tabufations.fl Does Poi·tsmouth have spedfic bid tabulations for each area, or 
are these estimates based on bid tabulations for other separation projects within the City? Please provide the 
area for each tributary evaluated for separation. 

8. Section 4.02 discusses constructabllity concerns. Since the report was completed, has Portsm.outh performed 
any geotechnical analyses to evaluate rock depth? Have other geotechnical studies been periormed in the city 
for other reasons that could be used to he!p assess soil conditlons and rock depth? 

9. Please provide a comparison of the costs and reductions in CSOs of the separation projects to other previously 
developed LTCP alternatives; as is recommended in the introduction to the LRTS report. 'vVhat specific projects 
does Portsmouth recommend proceeding vvith 1 \Vhat are the benefits and costs of these pmjects, and what is 
the schedule of these pi-ojects? 
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Corm11ents on Ports1nouth~s Re'vised Managerr1ent, Operation and 1VIaintenance Report 

EPA Comment: 
Review of the City's Department of Wastewater and Flood Defense in figure 3.01 indicates that the 

Department has 24 employees. Twenty-two employees provide services to the wastewater department, 

and the remaining employees are responsible for flood defense. Additionally, the report indicates a 

number of additional staff members will be needed to complete sewer televising and cleaning for all 

sewers less tha_n 18 inches in diameter. 
Tne City has provided the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau data for the City ofPmtsmouth as the cunent 

set-vice population (20,226). In order to provide a more accurate assessment of Portsmouth's staffmg 

needs, the entire service population for the Portsmouth and Sciotoville publicly owned treatment works 

(POTWs) needs to be detennined. Please provide EPA a more updated service population for the 

POTW s, using 2014 American Community Survey data and the number· of service connections. 

The Staff Complements for Wastewater Collection System Maintenance table on page 2-8 of the 

CMOM guidance suggests that a City of25,000 should have 18 employees plus maintenance 

mechanics, maintenance mechanic helpers, and construction inspection supervisors. Based upon that 

guidance and the entire service population, please provide additional information on the number of 

total staff needed as well as 'taff in the positions below 
' 

c ~ 

I I 
Portsmouth Calculated# of 

Pos~tion Reference positions 

j Maintenance Mechanic II See footnote (c), page 2-8 I 
I Maintenance Mechanic I See footnote (d), page 2-8 I 
1 fV1aintenance Mechanic Helper I See foocnote (d), page 2~8 I I 
I Construction lnspecnon Supervtsor I See footnm:es (e and f), page 2-8 

Page 2-8, foomotes c. d, e, and frefers to: Guide for Evaluating CMOM Prog1ams and Wastewater Collecticllt Systems document: EPA-

305-B-05-001. 

Also, in Section 3.01 of your repmt, you indicate that as part of the City's AOC, Portsmouth is required 

to complete a total sewer system inventory and assessment and complete sewer televising and cleaning 

for all sewers less than 18 inch in dia_meter. As a result, City anticipates that these additional tasks will 

not only require the purchase of new televising equipment but also the addition of two positions to the 

organization chmt and the hiring of employees to complete the designated tasks. The City claims that 

they will add the two proposed positions when appropriate funding has been secured. 

EPA agrees with the conclusion that the City must add additional staff to accomplish various tasks 

required to meet objectives of your MOM progrmn. Furthermore. Portsmouth should provide detailed 

info1mation on hov; it intends to 1neet the staffing needs and how it intends to secure the funding for 

such projects. Please provide 'larious 1nilestones to accomplish the funding goals~ names of the funding 

sources and additional employee hiring needs to complete various Operation and Maintenance tasks. 

Portsn1outh Response: 
a. The Cfty provided the requested populatlon and sen_rice connection data in Section 1.03 of the revised 

MOM Progr2m report. P.ccording to the 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimate data 1 

the population of Portsmouth is 20,320 peop!e. The Billing Department elsa provided information 

stating the total numbe!· of e;ctive sevve1· accounts in the City vvastew2te1· collection system is 7,009 

accounts. Using the aver2ge househofd size for the Citv f1·om the 2010-2014 .A.me:ic2n Communitv 

Survey 5-Year Estimate data of 2.38 people p·er household! the total service population fo1· the Clty's 

viaste\.vater· collection system is apprmdmately 16,682 people. 



b. The City has also provided, as requested, the estimated number of man-hours per week for the four 

pos!tions in the table below in accordance with the guidance from the State Complements for 

Wastewater Collection System Maintenance table provided in the USEPA Guide for Evaluating 

Capacity, Management, Operation, and Maintenance (CMOM} Programs at Sanitary Sewer Collection 

Syste1ns. 

Position 

Maintenance Mechanic 11 

Maintenance Mechanic I 

Maintenance l\!lechanic 

Helper 

I 
Const:run1on lnspecuon 

Supervisor 

' 

Reference 

See footnote (c), page 2-8 

I 
See footnote (d), page 2-8 

I See footnote (d), page 2-8 

See footnotes (e and fL page 2-8 
I 

Portsmouth Cakuiated # of positions 

17 pumping stations x 8/3::45.34 man-

hours/week 
1 visit/pumping station/v .. ieek x 17:: 17 
man-houis/week 

1 visit/pumping station/week x 17:: 17 
man-hours/week 

0.25 construction site VJSits/week x 8/3 
::; 0.57 man-hours/week* 

*The City generally cont·acts its major construction inspection responsibilities to private companies and only 
performs approximately one inspection of sewer lateral COIL."1ections to tbe public sewer per month. 

This exercise indicates the recommended number of employees for a system of up to 25,000 
people is up to 22 employees. This number considers one employee each for the Maintenance 
Mechanic I and Helper and Constmction Inspection Supervisor. The results of the calculation 
indicate that these positions are significantly less than full time positions, which could be 
combined with other tasks and reduce the overall number of full-time employees needed. The 
City currently employs 24 employees, 22 of which are dedicated to the wastewater department, 
which meets trcis recornmendation. Additionally, the City states the number of employees on 
staff are effectively performing the current tasks attributed to them. 

c. There are up to 372,000 feet of sewer less than 18 inches in diameter that have been in service for 

more than 20 years in the City's coifection system, which need cleaning and televising. Although the 

City's original MOM submittal included a tentative schedule to achieve this work in four years, it 

appears ~hat a five-year schedule is appropriate given the Ctty's current economic condition. The 

Wastev;.rater Department has been operating in a deficft for nine of the last 11 years, and the 

Department fund ended 2015 with a deficit of $965,198.31. The City was placed on Fiscal Watch by the 

Auditor of State in fate 2012. As part of the provisions of this, the City is not permitted to add staff at 

this time and therefore cannot add staff to meet the sewer cleaning and televising goals. Even under 

the revised ffve-year schedule, additional staff may be necessary to complete the sewer cleaning and 

televising task required by the AOC within the required five-year period. 

Despite the City's fiscal and staffing challenges, it has developed a plan to help ensure this 
cleaning and televising work moves forward. The plan is outlined in Sections 3.01 and 5.05 of 
the MOM Program and would be completed in five years. This will allow the City greater 
flexibility to complete these tasks. The City's revised plan would involve the following: 

1) Using currently employed Department staff to complete the sewer cleaning and televis!ng in 

year one of the schedule. 

2) Evaluating the progress made by the Department staff at the end of year one and determlning 

if at the achieved production rate the Department staff wHf be able to meet the proposed five

year schedule. 

3) A.djusting the Department's annual deanlng and televising goal (as necessary) based on the 

production achieved in year one. 

4) Contracting with a private sewer cleaning and televising firm to supplement the Departmenfs 

staff. The private company would clean and televise the balance of se\Nelrs the Department 

i 

I 
I 



staff was unable to complete. This could be done as one contract or as annual contracts to 

create a more economicafiy feasible plan for the City. 

This plan wiil give the City the flexibility necessary to develop an economically effective 

r,pproacb for completion oftbis work while allowing the City time to reduce its curr-ent deficit 

operating budget through its recently passed sewer rate increase. 

EPA/ERG Comments and Questions on 6/2016 MOM Report: 
1. Do the number of active sewer accounts Portsmouth provided In Section 1.03 of the revised MOM 

Program include the areas outside the Cfty proper that are serviced by the City's sewer system? 

2. Appendix H of the revised MOM Program does not in dude job descriptions for the Se\~>.,er Maintenance 

Supervisor, Sewer Crew Leade1·, Heavy Equipment Operator, or Flood Defense Supervisor, which are 

included in Figure 3.01-1 Department of\!Vastewater and Flood Defense Organizational Chart. Note 

that these job descriptions were included in Appendix H of the originallvlOM Program, dated May 

2014. Appendix. H of the original and revised MOfVi programs do not include job descriptions for the 

City !V1anager and Director of Vlfastewater. Portsmouth should provide the job descriptions that are not 

included in Appendix H of the revised MOM Program. 

3. Section 3.01 of the revised MOM Program notes that there is currently one open position in the 

Department. Vlfhat is the open position? Section 3.01 also notes that the sewer televising and cleaning 

tasks would require an additional tvvo positions. Vv'hich positions are these? If these positions do not 

fa !I within the current job descriptions included in Appendix H, please provide the job descriptions for 

the currently open and new positions. 

4. Portsmouth should evaluate if the job descriptions should be updated to reflect the sev1.1er televising 

and cleaning tasks that the Department staff is going to perform in year L 

5. Section 3.01 of the revised MOM Program notes: "The current staffing level is adequate for system 

operation but does not provide much availability to perform additional tasks outside of those already 

being completed." However, Portsmouth is only going to use Department staff in year 1 of the sevver 

televising and deeming, which is estimated to take 1,376 man hours (172 man days). lfthe Department 

staff are already at their capacity, it wit! be extremely difficult to achieve the year 1 goals without other 

parts of their jobs suffering. Portsmouth should revise the year 1 sewer televising and cleaning 

estimates to adequately ref~ect the Department staff's avallabiHty. VVhat threshold will Portsmouth use 

to determine if additional or outside staff are needed to achieve the Department's five-vear sewer 

televising and cleaning completion? 

6. There is a disconnect between the number of years for the sevJer televising and dean\ng In Section 

3.01, Section 5.05, Table 5.01~1, and Appendix Toft he revised MOM Program. Section 3.01 and Table 

5.01-1 indicate a five-year sewer televising and cleaning schedule, but the Section 5.05 text and Table 

in Appendix T indicate a four~year televising and cleaning schedule. Portsmouth should darify how 

many years the sevver televising and c!ecming \viii take with a breakdown of the sewer pipe length and 

estimated man~hours for each year. 

7. How did Portsmouth identify \Vhich areas of the sevver would be televised and cleaned each year?-

8. Section 5.05 of the revised fv10M Program does not include timeframes or defined actions to be taken 

for completing sewer cleaning, maintenance, and repatrs; eliminating stormvvater connections; and 

remedylng tnfiltration identified through the sewer televising. Piease provide the specific actions and 

timeframes for when they win be completed. 

9. Are the recentty passed sewer 1~ate increases reflected in Section 4.01.A and Appendix ~/1 of the r~v!sed 

MOiVI Progr2m? 82sed on the recently passed sewer rate increases, iNhen does Portsmouth estimate 

eiirrrinating the current deficit? V1iiH the deficit imp2ct Portsmouthls abl~ity to hire contractof·s to 

complete the sewertefevis!ng and cle211ing work in the five-year schedule? 



2. Training 
EPA Comment: 
The City indicates the Department does not have a fonnal written training program to train employees 
on their specific job responsibilities. This does not mean that training is not provided. 
The commitment of management to training personnel is a key to a successfnl program. Althongh 
training is not explicitly required under the cnn·ent regulations, a collection system with untrained or 
poorly trained collection system personnel runs the risk of noncompliance. The following are the many 
sources of rnaintenanc~ training: 

• Manufacturer 

1/} In-house 

3 On-the-job 

e: lndustry-wide (e.g., consultants, regulatory authorfties, profess[ona! associations, or educational 
institutions) 

EPA recommends thatPortsmonu'l provide strnctnred training opporinnities on various topics related to 
the collection system MOM program and document them. 
Please provide a list of trainings the City intends to provide to trainees/employees with different skills 
(i.e., new employees, mid-level employees, veteran employees). For each training, please discnss who 
will provide the training a.r1dwhen. If you intend to provide only on-the-job training, please document 
how many hours of trai11.ing these staff were provided, who provided the training and area of the 
training. 

Portsmouth Response: 
a. The Department has been providing on-the-job trafning to its staff for many years. The program 

includes the training of new staff by more veteran staff. There is not a set length of time for this 
tralning. It is determined on a case-by-case basis based on the progression of the new staff toward 
understanding their tasks and duties. The determination of when the new employee's on-the-job 
training period formaily ends is made by the trainer and the Director of Wastewater and Flood 
Defense. However, even vvhen the initial on-the-job training concludes, training wi[l still occur daily 
throughout the completion of tasks and the honing of skills. 

The City also initiates specific training activities as necessary. With respect to the training of 
collections staff on the AOC, the City organized a presentation of the components of the }.![OM 
program which peiiains directly to the collections stru'fin May, 2015. Strand Associates, Inc.(Rl 
developed a presentation that highlighted the sewer assessment and inventory and sewer 
cleaning and televising programs among the other provisions of the MOM Program. The 
collections staff was also given the opportnnity to ask questions and gain a better understanding 
of \Vhat their specific roles v,rould be related to achievi11g the overall goals. 
As evidenced by the fact that the Department has not experienced any collections system issnes 
related to a lack of proper training, the City believes that its training program has worked well. 
Because on-the-job training does not lend itself to documentation and to do so \vould create an 
unnecessary burden on the Cit;'~S li1nited resources~ the Department does not feel that changes 
to its training program are \vananted at this tin1e. 

EPA/ERG Comments and Questions on June 2016 MOM Report: 
1. Portsmouth did not make any revisfons to Sectton 3.02 the revised /VlOM Program in response to this 

comment. Based on the information provided in Section 3.02 of the revised MOf\/l PTogram_. 
Portsmouth ts lacking a structured employee training and evaluation program. Trainfng the three nev,, 
employees Portsmouth antictpates needing ln the future w'd! place a targe burden on the veteran staff 
Portsmouth notes that the current staff do not have much avaHabi!ity to perforrn addit!ona[ tasks 



outside of those at ready being comp~eted, but is relying on these staff to peiiorm the sewer televising 

and cieaning activities for year 1. Portsmouth should consider using the job descriptions to develop 

specific training {on-the-job or by other means) that each new employee should receive. Additionally, 

Portsmouth should develop a l.l\Jay to evaluate that new employees have adequatefy mastered each 

task that is part of their job description. 

2. VVhat training will be necessary for the employees that will be using the new CCTV equipment? 

3. \lv'hat training does Portsmouth provide to veteran staff on an on-going basis related to their job 

respo nsibi!itv? 

3. Co1nrnunication and Custon1er Service 

EPA Corr1rr1ent: 
The City has made attempts to communicate with their citizens in matters related to the recent 
basement flooding ar1d other topics of concem. EPA recomrnends that the City develop additional tools 
to coordinate such activities. It will help communication efforts between EPA and the City if the City 

would share documented citizen complaints with EPA with their bimonthly monitoring rep01ts. 

Portsmouth Response: 
a. The Department has developed specific questionnaires and procedures for taking complaints from the 

public as part of its revised Overflow Emergency Response Plan (OERP), which was submitted on 

November 16, 2015, and is currently avvaiting USEPA approval. These were inducted as an appendix in 

the orig!nal MOIVI Program, though were not specifically referenced in this section. Section 3.03.A.2 

now includes a reference to the questionnaire from the revised OERP related to the report of an 

overflow which can also be used to report any type of complaint. if the report is related to an 

unauthorized overftow, the provisions of the OERP should be followed (the revised OERP submitted to 

USEPA in November 16,2015, has been included in the revised 1\f!OIVI program to replace the older 

version). The procedures outlined in the MOM Program as revised coupled with the procedures of the 

OERP address the how communication with the public should be handled by the Department. 

The City also has been supplying the Bimonthly Repmts in accordance with Paragraph 13 of 

the AOC. Additionaliy, the City is repmting to the US EPA any sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) 
and unauthorized combined sewer overflows in accordance with its NPDES Permit and the 
AOC. In order to keep the Bimonthly Report consistent with the AOC requirements and avoid 
duplicative reporting requirements that would be urnJecessarily burdensome for the 
Department's limited staff, the City believes complaints should be repmted in accordance with 
procedures outlined in the MOM and revised OERP submittals. 

EPA/ERG Comn1ents and Questions on June 2016 IVfOM Report: 
1. Portsmouth added one sentence to Section 3.03 of the revised M·OM Program that references the 

procedures-outlined in the OER~ that should be followed. in the.event_of an.unauthoriz.ed_overflow. 

ERG did not fui!y revie\N the OERP to assess its adequacy. 

2. ERG would like to review the SSO and unauthorized CSO reports del1vered to USEPA and/or OEPA in 

accordance with the I\IF'DES Permit and PDC. 

3. The Department developed 2 spec[fic ::.anitary Sewer Overf!ov,1 Phone Questionnaire fo1- taking citizen 

complaints about overflows. The OEP.P does not discuss 2 questionnaire or· specific procedure used for 

documenting non-overflow {e.g., basement backups) related citizen complaints. The OERP Section 6.5 

s2.ys u Atl c2~ls from citizens that are not d1:-ectly reporting em overflow shaH be forwarded to the 

Director for a response." HmN does Portsmouth address the non-ove1flmM (e.g., basement backup) 

related citizen comp~2ir:ts? Hovv does Po:-tsmouth report the no!t-overflov,, related citizen compfaints 

to USEP,b, and/or OEP.A) 



4. Sectiori 3.03 and associated appendices of the revised MOM Program do not include a discussion of 
outreach to local groups _(media, schools, senior citizens! etc.L except that outreach is periormed on an 
as-needed basis. Portsmouth should develop and imp~ement a more consistent, proactive outreach 
program in terms of both SSO prevention (e.g., oil and grease education) and basement back-up clean
up. 

5. Portsmouth does not have a public relations program. The OERP Section 6.5 states that a door hanger 
is distributed to citizens after an overflow event that details the event, location, duration, and cleanup. 
Please pmvide a copy of an example of a door hanger to verify that the information being conveyed to 
the citizens ls adequate. 

6. There fs no formal procedure for evaluating and responding to pub fie complaints, except a statement 
that the compiaint wf!l be responded to as soon as possible. Portsmouth should develop specific 
tfmeframes within which the City vvill respond to different types of complaints. 

7. Portsmouth should develop a formal procedure for customers to evaluate the services provided by the 
City. Portsmouth should also make records of Portsmouth's performance in response to customer 
complaints (e.g., has Portsmouth has been responding in a timely manner?) available to the US EPA, 
OEPA, and dtizens. 

8. No form is used by dispatchers to record the information about an overflow in the field. The OERP 
--

Section 6.4 states that dispatchers wi!l capture details about the overflows, but does not indicate 
v.rhere the information will be documented. Portsmouth shoufd devetop a check~ist for dispatchers to 
use to document information about overflows. 

9. Portsmouth should develop an employee public outreach training. 
10. Section 3.03 of the revised MOM Program states that, "Once the issue has been addressed, call records 

are updated with the cause of the issue (if it was able to be determine], the actions taken to resolve 
the issue, who comp!eted the flx, and the date the issu.e was reeso!ved 

11. Portsmouth should make information submitted to USEPA and/or OEPA under its NPDES Permit and 
the Jl.OC avai!ab~e to the public on the city website. 

4. SSO Notification 
EPA Com1nent: 
The City continues to report SSOs. Hovvever, review of the repmts indicates that the quantity of 
discharges are not reported i.n accordance with yom Overflow Emergency Response Plan. The repmt 
should include how the C~ty arr-ived at the discharge volumes. Please share this information when 
submitting the bimonthly moPitoring report(s). 
Portsmouth Response: 

a. The Cit)r received comments on the OERP on October 14, 2015, and submitted a revised OERP on 
November 16, 2015. The City has continued to report $50s in acc:ordance with its NPDES P~rr:nit and 
\Ni!l begin to report estimated SSO volumes upon vvr[tten approval of the revised OERP in a~cordance 
with Paragraph 5 of the AOC. The revised OERP also includes addlt~onal gufdance on how the 
Department vvili estimate SSO volumes to report in accordance with the re~ised OERP. In order to keep 
the Bimonthty Report consistent with the AOC requirements and avofd dupficative reporting 
requirements that would be unnecessariiy burdensome for the Department's Hmited staff, the City 
believes that SSO discharge vo!umes should be reported in accordance vvlth procedures outlined in the 
revised OERP submittals once it is approved. 

ERG/EPA Comments and Questions on june 2016 MOl;! Report: 
1. Portsmouth dld not make anv changes to Section 3.05 of the revised MOM Program in response to this 

comment 



2. Appendix F oft he OERP (.LJ..ppendix I< of the revised MOM Program) outlines· the four methods for 

estimating discharge volumes Portsmouth uses to estimate sev,/er overflo\AI volumes. Portsmouth's 

November 16, 2015, cover letter explaining the edits made to the OERP states, /(The method the City 

uses to estimate sewer overflow volumes varies based on the nature, timing, and location of the 

overflow". This statement imp!les that Portsmouth ls already calculating overflow volumes, and 

therefore, reporting overflow discharge volumes would not be an additional burden to Portsmouth. 

3. The approach for calculating SSO volume using Method 1 is subjective. ERG recommends combining 

Methods 1 and 2 into one approach for any size contained overflow so that the approach is 

quantitative and replicable. 
4. For Method 2, we suggest adding figures to Appendix Fin the OERP showing the dimensions to 

measure and use for the area calculations, for example: 

5. The second approach for est\ri!ating the overflow start time ln Method 3 is vague. This approach is 

based on visual obserJation of grease and toilet paper. The City should assess if this approach is 

appropriate and if there are ways to reduce the method's subjectiveness and associated potential large 

margin of error. 
6. The explanation of how to determine ove1ilovv end time using a downstream flow meter is vague. 

Portsmouth should consider expanding the explanation and following a similar approach as the 

explanation included for start time estimation. 
7. Revise the title of Method 4 to apply more generally to instances when flow monitoring data are 

unavailable, instead of being specific to ·only MunnJs Run Purnping Station. EPA would like Portsmouth 

to consider the installation of a flow meter on the Munn's Run Pumping Station SSO. 

8. The approach for Method 4 is vague. The exp~anat!on says that the overflow duration shou~d be 
obtained from SCJ.\DA. Pol-tsmouth should add more information about v.rhere SCAD A data are housed 

and specifically vvhat piece(s) of information is to be obtained to determine the duration. The 

explanation also says that the volumes are ca~culated using the "CSO Estimation for DiVIR" and "Cross

Sectional VVet Area of Pipe Flowing PartiaHy Full", The r~cso Estimation for DMR" tables can be used to 

determine the fiO\~tl rate depending on either pipe slze or CSO location. The "Cross-Sectional \A/et Area 

of Pipe Flowing Partiaily Ful!" tables ccm be used to determine the wet area (Wet Area::: 02 x 

Mdtlplication Factor). Portsmouth should add exp\2nation of how the wet area is used to cafcu!ate 

flo\/1.1 rate. 

5. h1Iaintenance Sched:..ling 

EPA Co1nment: 
Portstnouth1S se•.ver cleanD~g needs are addressed.~ G.L:J.011g oLbers. b) \ 1snin9: slo'" -11~1mers and 
colnpleting-tbe se\AJer cleaning and repairs. Based on Portsm.outh and EPA revie'NS of the inforn1ation~ it 
appears that t.1.is progrcan has largely achieved the desired outcomes. Please provide qualitative and 
quantitati'v'e results of this progrm11 (i.e., reduced l!l nun1ber of blockages ren1o'.red per quarteT,. etc) to 

detennine its tru.e effectiveness. 

?ortsGlouth Response: 
2. The City h2s deve~oped and lnc\uded a map of the locations of the S\ovv-RuGners in Section 5.05 and 

Append[x U of the f"E\ ised MO!\fi Progrcrn. 



The Department has also reviewed it maintenance histories over the last approximately tvw 
years versus the Slow-Runner locations. This review indicates that in that time period, the 
Department has performed nmmal maintenance activities on some of the Slow-Rum1ers to 
prevent significant blockages, which could eventually lead to back-ups. Examples of the types 
of maintenance activities performed include removing minor debris build-up with a long 
handled shovel and cleaning of debris with the vactor truck. This type of debris is generally 
observed to be grit, rags, and fats, oils, and grease. The Depariment has not had any recorded 
maintenance activities to remove significar1t sewer blockages or blockages creating back-ups at 
any of the Slow-Runner locations. Tllis demonstrates the Slower-Runner program appear·s to be 
achieving its objective of preventing blockages artd backups through a systematic approach of 
visiting and reviewing the sites a minimum of three times per week and addressing minor issues 
before they lead to blockages and backups. 
The following is a table which presents the maintenance completed on Slow-Rum1ers since 
Ja.'!uary 1014 '-" 

Number of instances/ rype of . 

Slow-Runner Name Maintenance Notes 
Orizaba Lane 38/Cieaning with Long Handled Debris removed is generally rags, 

Shovel which settle from the waste 
stream because of sharlow sewer 
grade. Sewer grade is unable to be 
adjusted because of conflicts with 
other infrastructure. 

1212~ Dorman Drive 1/Cieanin·g with Long Handled 
Shovel 

AEP/Scioto !rail 1/Cieaning with Rake 
Buch Alley 

' 
1/Cieaning with Vactor Truck I 

Gatti's PiLZa I I 
i 

j 10/Cieaning Grease with Vactor 
Truck ' I 

I 
Robinson Avenue/Phone Company 1/Cieaningwith Vactor truck Th"1s Slow-Runner was added to the 

list in September, 2015. Grit 

I buildup is from upstream pumping 
I station, 

·rront :-treet I 1/Cieaning with Vactor 1 ruck 
AAA Insurance Alley I 1/Cieaning vvith Long Handled 

Shovel 
Hempstead Manor 1/Cieaning with \/actor 1 ruck 

Slow-runners are a dynan1ic portion of the Department's system ar1d locations are removed 
from the list based on construction projects or added to the list based on an identified need. A 
revised lisr has been provided in Table 5.05-2 oftbe revised MOM. 

EPA/ERG Comn1ents and Questions on June 2016 MOJ\1 Report: 
1. Table 5.01-2 of the revised IV!OM Program indudes 25 Slow-Runners, but the table in Portsmouth's 

response to EPA's comment on!y indudes 9 Slow-Runners. Please explain the maintenance activities 
performed on the Slow-Runners that \Mere not induded in Portsmouth's response to EP.A.'s comment. 

2. ~t appears that at !east one area of concern is associated with a food estabHshment. What outreach has 
Portsmouth done to the 1·esidences and businesses in the Slow-Runner areas? VVhat specific outreach 
programs for food estab!ishments does Portsmouth have for fats, olls, and grease? 

3< Sectron 5.05 of the revtsed MOM Progr-am notes that Portsmouth identifies the Slow-Runners based on 
historical bfockages. Portsmouth also continues to add and remove 5\m:v-Runners based on identified 

I 

I 
I 




